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Major General Dave Robinson

Protect the Force

Most everyone I talk with wants
to protect the force. We have gotten
relatively sophisticated in assessing risk
and understanding its management.
Protect the force is much more than a
safety slogan—it must be internalized
by eachof our aircrews and ground-
support personnel. It is easy to become
victim to complacency! The result is
disaster and heartache.

Not too long ago, I received an
eye—opening phone call. A senior avia-
tion officer working in the Pentagon
called me. He was relaying the concerns
of a young company—grade officer who
was about to deploy to the National
Training Center (NTC), Fort Irwin, Ca-
lif. As most units do, his was leaning
forwardin the saddle to prepare for
the challenges and rigors of this intense
training opportunity. However, this
young officer felt the train was moving
too quickly; the training “Super Bowl”
was approaching, and he did not feel
ready. He had a nervous knot in his
belly—was it time to call time—out and
refocus?

With this information at hand, I
decided to call the young officer’s bri-
gade commander and get his perspec-
tive. The unit is a top outfit with a solid
record of performance. The brigade
commander appreciated the call. After
all, I was not trying to command the
brigade but give him some information
that he had a few players with pregame
jitters. So he decided to take a step back
and assess. This doesn’t mean the unit
was not proficient or couldn’t get the
job done.

The brigade commander gathered his
chain of command and affirmed the

“crawl, walk, and run” philosophy of
our profession. In doing this, he trans-
mitted his understanding of pregame jit-
ters and confirmed the rotation as a
“training opportunity” and not a “show—
and-tell” operation. The team settled
down, and its confidence increased.
The brigade deployed to the NTC and
had a superb rotation—accomplishing
all training objectives without an
incident or accident. Now the young
company—grade officer may or may not
have saved someone’s life by raising his
concerns. What is important here is the
commander’s response. Once aware, he
acknowledged and addressed those con-
cerns; that is what makes the differ-
ence—that is real leadership. We gladly
accept the challenges and hazards of
Army aviation, but we also must be
smart enough to do everything possible
to avoid risky behavior or unnecessary
mistakes. When somebody calls time—
out or says “I’m not ready,” it is our
obligation to listen and make the right
decision. Remember the crawl, walk,
run approach—it works! We empower
our young leaders to make life—
and—death decisions in combat;
why shouldn’t we listen to them in
peacetime?

While soldiering itself is hazardous,
the nature of our mission requires avia-
tors to operate “in harm’s way” on a
regular basis in a notoriously un-
forgiving profession. Because of this,
the Army aviation community has
always had a heightened awareness
of accident prevention and force
protection. As we travel into the
twenty—first century, protection of our
resources, people, and equipment has
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never been so important. Commanders
and leaders—from the Chief of Staff of
the Army down to the lowest leadership
levels—must become personally in-
volved.

As Army aviation has grown and
matured, so has our knowledge and abil-
ity to protect ourselves from the inher-
ent risks of our dangerous business. In
the 1950s— when Army aviation was
striving to find its own identity—
our accident rate was about 50 mishaps
per 100,000 flight hours. This alarming
rate caused the formation of the Army
Accident Review Board, which later be-
came the U.S. Army Safety Center, Fort
Rucker, Ala. Army safety has come a
long way since this humble beginning.
Aviation safety has consistently blazed
the trail for the Army.

Today, through the hard work and
genuine concern of every soldier
concerned with Army aviation, we are
committed to driving the Class A avia-
tion accident rate down to less than one
accident per 100,000 flight hours. We
are also committed to greatly reducing
Class B and C mishaps. We cannot
accept human—error mishaps—because
such accidents sometimes result from
poor decisions. Certain mishaps can
result in lost lives and equipment.

While the numbers are getting
smaller, we still suffer the same types
of accidents as we did four decades ago.
Human error dominates as the leading
causal factor. In 1993, there was a total
of 125 Class A through Class C acci-
dents; of these, 67 percent were caused
by human error. Human—error accidents
are described in five categories:
standards failure, training failure, leader
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failure, individual failure, and support
failure.

If standards do not exist or are not
practical, then we have a standards fail-
ure. Everything we do in the Army
should be done to a high, yet achiev-
able, standard. If the standards exist, but
the individual doesn’t know about them
or how to achieve them, then we have a
training failure. This parallels a leader-
ship failure in which the standards are
known but not enforced. Now, we come
to the tough part—if the standards are
known but aren’t followed, we have an
individual failure. It is the most con-
cealed form of human error because it
is often executed without anyone else
knowing—unless there is a mishap. Oc-
casionally, something happens in the
support side of the house that is human—
induced; we must stamp these into
oblivion.

Leaders must have their heads in the
game at all times—assessing potential
risk areas and working a management
scheme. Effective leadership has the
ability to anticipate; we can never let
our guard down. Nothing we do in
peacetime is worth the loss of one life.

Army aviation is still leading the way
in safety and accident prevention. We
are continually improving our knowl-
edge and techniques of force protection
with innovative programs. As you will
read in Dr. Leedom’s article (pages 10
through 13), the Army’s own aviation
crew—coordination training is now a re-
ality. We are no longer dealing with crew
coordination that lacks objective stan-
dards—nor are we talking in terms of
how to coordinate at 35,000 feet. In-
stead, we are focused on the nap—of-
the—earth environments using night—vi-
sion systems. We have integrated crew
coordination into aviation training at
both USAAVNC and in the field.

Risk management is rapidly rising to
the forefront as the decision—-making
process. Now, we clearly understand
that risk management is a leadership
function that requires aggressive com-
mand emphasis. Today, instruction in all
leadership courses (aviation officer,
warrant officer, or noncommissioned
officer) at Ft. Rucker includes how
to implement the risk-management
process. All aviation doctrine manuals
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now include guidance on risk-manage-
ment implementation. You are operat-
ing with a serious handicap if you have
not integrated risk management into the
way you conduct operations.

The U.S. Army Safety Center is
working diligently with the Aviation
Branch to find methods to identify who
or what may cause the next accident and
take positive steps to reduce that risk.
During my many visits to different avia-
tion units over the past several years, |
like to ask three questions: who is go-
ing to have the next accident in your
unit, what kind of accident will it be,
and what are you doing about it? A com-
mon answer is, “Sir, we’re not going to
have an accident.” That’s the unit most
likely to have an accident. Why? Be-
cause the commander who says his unit
will not have an accident is a com-
mander who is comfortable with his situ-
ation and has stopped looking. When
you get too comfortable as a commander
or leader—you get nonchalant, and your
head is not in the game.

Data from aviation accidents is now
being analyzed in greater detail than
ever before in an effort to provide the
field with an automated risk-manage-
ment program. This not only informs the
mission planner of the level of risk of a
selected course of action but also rec-
ommends countermeasures to eliminate
or reduce the risk. Development of a
“Next Accident Test” for aviators is
nearing completion. When fielded, this
test will assist both the commander and
the individual by defining behavior
that may contribute to the next acci-
dent. Our goal is to identify and change
risky behavior. We closely review acci-
dent records of those individuals who
are tentatively selected for instructor
pilot qualification training. If this ini-
tiative is successful, it will be expanded
to all advanced aviation training. I
highly encourage commanders to
execute this at the unit level.

The aviation commander clearly
understands that force protection is a
command function. We are very
fortunate to have realized the need for
a specialized staff officer to manage the
administrative safety requirements and
advise commanders on risk—assessment
criteria and possible courses of action.

The Aviation Safety Officer (ASO) is
key in unit safety programs. The Safety
Center has redefined the ASO respon-
sibilities. No longer is the ASO course
graduate just an accident investigator
with limited knowledge of how to man-
age a safety program. Our new ASOs
are arriving at units with skills in acci-
dent—prevention techniques that include
essential risk—-management skills, occu-
pational health and safety knowledge,
Occupational Safety and Health Admin-
istration (OSHA) and Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) compliance,
and hands—on experience in hazard
identification and countermeasures.
Furthermore, we are completing work
on a refresher course for ASOs to keep
them up—to—date on current programs.
The Aviation Branch Safety Office is
revamping Army Regulation 385-95,
Army Aviation Accident Prevention, to
better clarify procedures for safety pro-
gram management. Planned changes
include full integration of risk manage-
ment, clear delineation of safety pro-
gram functions, and a restructuring
of the Commander’s Accident Preven-
tion Plan to make it a truly useful tool.
The goal is to provide you with a regu-
lation that is user—friendly and works at
all levels.

The present era is a challenging and
demanding era for Army aviation.
Changing missions abroad, the Army
drawdown, budget constraints, and lim-
ited resources leave us no margin for
error. Critical to contingency—force
readiness is our ability to successfully
implement the risk-management
process and eliminate human—error
accidents. Do not walk randomly
into a situation that will control you—
you decide! You decide whether you are
ready for a crawl, walk, or run opera-
tion—just as the young company—grade
officer did in the beginning of this
article. Our ultimate test is victory
in battle; and for this to occur, we
must protect the force, remember-
ing that soldiers are our most precious
asset—taking care of them is a solemn
obligation.
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The following comments are
addressed to the article, Aviation
Warrant Officer Fixed—Wing Career
Update, page 43, January/February
1994, Aviation Digest, concerning
the changes in the acquisition, as-
signment, and utilization of aviation
warrant officer (AWO) fixed—wing
aviators.

I am convinced that the U.S.
Army must implement an approach
to fixed—wing aviation that ensures
adequate numbers of trained, com-
petent aviators are available to both
operational support airlift (OSA)
and special electronics mission
aircraft (SEMA) assignments.

The changes outlined in the
article are certainly the first step in
correcting a problem that has
plagued Army fixed—wing career
progression since the mid—1970s—
that is, too many senior warrant
officers. However, there appear to
be inconsistencies in three specific
areas of the plan.

The plan does not permit the
acquisition of warrant officer 1s
(WOls) into fixed—wing. The Army
plan concludes that WOIs are ca-
pable of competing for and complet-
ing training in advanced rotary—
wing aircraft—such as the AH-64,
CH-47, and the UH-60—but not
for fixed—wing aircraft. The plan
limits fixed-wing training to chief
warrant officer 2s (CW2s) who are
not qualified in an advanced aircraft.
This implies that fixed—wing/

SEMA trainees will be selected
from a population of CW2s that
were nonselects for competitive
positions in advanced rotary-wing
aircraft. The WO restriction seems
inconsistent because second lieuten-
ants are routinely selected for fixed—
wing training; these individuals
receive the same level of training
as WOls.

The article states that “. . . an
equitable outside continental
United States to CONUS rotation
base for fixed—wing warrants of all
ranks. Some fixed—wing aviators
may find themselves rotating into
aerial exploitation battalions . . . .”
This statement suggests that the pri-
mary thrust of fixed—wing training
is to support the OSA Command re-
quirements. This is wrong! This
statement exacerbates an already
difficult situation in which Army in-
telligence trains SEMA warrant of-
ficers, gives them valuable opera-
tional skills, and then loses them to
an OSA assignment. Army intelli-
gence has a well-validated, signifi-
cant requirement for competitive,
capable, SEMA—qualified warrant
officers. SEMA pilots require spe-
cial skills that are developed through
formal training at Fort Huachuca,
Ariz., and recurrent operational as-
signments in intelligence battalions.
Rotations between OSA and SEMA
assignments are counterproductive.

The article does not address the
high attrition rate of senior fixed—
wing aviators. Also, no method of
slowing attrition is addressed.

I recommend the following as
additional solutions:
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* Allow WOI1s to compete for
fixed-wing as they do for ad-
vanced rotary-wing aircraft. This
will ensure that fixed—wing has
its fair share of top performers.

* SEMA fixed-wing aviators must
have a specific military occupa-
tional specialty (MOS) designation
and be assigned only to aerial ex-
ploitation battalions and other
aerial intelligence units for their
entire careers.

* Establish a floor for SEMA
fixed-wing promotions to CW5.
This will slow the attrition rate of
experienced WOs while the new
force structure is implemented. This
would ensure a safe and profes-
sional development of a new fixed—
wing aviator base. There is an inor-
dinately low selection rate for CW5
among fixed—wing SEMA aviators.
This consistently low selection rate
cannot be attributed to individual
performance alone. It appears that
there is a difference between what
field military intelligence (MI) com-
manders consider top performers
and what promotion boards consider
top performers.

With the Aviation Restructure
Initiative, Army fixed—wing is at a
critical point in its history. Steps
must be taken to ensure that the
fixed—wing force will support the
tactical needs of commanders. A co-
herent fixed—wing policy must be
set that adequately addresses the
needs of Army tactical intelligence.

LTC Michael J. Gaffney
Commander
15th Military Intelligence Battalion (AE)
Fort Hood, TX 76544-5085



American Military University is
an independent university founded
in June 1991 in the Commonwealth
of Virginia. The purpose of the Uni-
versity is to provide graduate edu-
cation in military studies. The
University’s primary audience is the
U.S. military, but anyone meeting
the admission requirements is eli-
gible for study at AMU. As of Janu-
ary 1994, the university has grown
to an enrollment of 300 students, a
faculty of 68 (41 of whom hold the
doctorate), and an offering of more
than 100 courses.

All instruction at AMU is
conducted through distance educa-
tion. Direct communication be-
tween the student and professor
is accomplished by telephone, cor-
respondence, computer, or other
means. The student is required to
“meet” with the professor at least
four times during the semester, usu-
ally by telephone. Professors are
required to establish “office hours”
each week to allow students the op-
portunity to communicate directly
with them—thus contributing to
a close one—on—one mentoring
approach to the learning process.

Students are located throughout
the United States and abroad and are
generally not able to attend standard
classroom instruction. The uni-
versity provides each student with
required material for directed self-
study and research; the student may
also use local libraries and research
facilities for supplemental material.

Each course has a specific
weekly assignment and goal.
Students study at their own pace
but must complete all assigned
requirements within the 15-week
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semester time period. Although
each course contains different
requirements, general minimum
course requirements include
1,200 to 1,500 pages of required
reading, a research project or paper,
and a proctored final examination.

The most basic definition of the
word “faculty” is “teaching body.”
AMU expands this definition to
include maximum personal atten-
tion—a one—on—one mentoring en-
vironment, and a special partnership
between the student and professor.
The faculty at AMU is composed
of professional educators, military
historians, and authors. They have
dedicated their lives to the study and
teaching of the military arts and
sciences; they now offer their ca-
pabilities to students of warfare,
regardless of the student’s location
in the world. AMU combines its
distinguished faculty with a broad
curriculum and high academic stan-
dards to form a unique institution
of higher learning.

Students may specialize in one of
four areas of study—Iland warfare,
naval warfare, air warfare, or de-
fense management. These areas
study are designed to allow the stu-
dent to focus academic efforts in the
specific area of interest. About 35
courses are available each semester
to support the four areas of study.
Eventually, course selection will
comprise the most extensive array
of military courses available
anywhere in the country.

As a new institution of graduate
education, AMU is required to op-
erate for a two—year period before
it is eligible to receive accreditation.
The university is now in its fourth
semester of classes and will com-
plete its two—year mandatory period
by January 1995. The university
is also in the process of completing

all the required steps in the process
for permission to grant degrees in
the Commonwealth of Virginia. For
military personnel interested in tak-
ing courses at AMU, the rules gov-
erning veterans’ benefits and federal
tuition reimbursement programs
prohibit access to these funds until
the institution is accredited. Until
that time, students will have to bear
the full cost of tuition and books.

The university was founded by
retired U.S. Marine Corps Major
James P. Etter. The Dean of the
Graduate School is retired Army
Colonel John E. Jessup, PhD. Both
Mr. Etter and Dr. Jessup believe that
professional soldiers have always
understood war more fully than oth-
ers because it has always been the
soldier who must engage in war’s
most bitter parts. Most of the great
military leaders of the past—such
as Frederick the Great, Rommel,
Patton, Wavell, and a host of oth-
ers— were avid readers and students
of their craft. Many concluded that
a soldier could never really com-
plete his or her education—not only
because of the immensity of the sub-
ject, but also because history is con-
stantly changing. Thus, learning is
anever—ending, individual process.
In addition to military profession-
als, many nonmilitary students have
enrolled in AMU programs both as
a means of completing their
graduate studies and out of a de-
sire to better understand the military
and its relationship to our society
and the world.

A catalog and an admissions
application package are available
for $5.00 from the Director of
Admissions, American Military
University, 9285 Corporate Circle,
Manassas, VA 22110. Or for more
information, call 703-330-5398
or (fax) 703-330-5109.
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Enrollment Growth

* Winter 1993-18.

* Summer 1993-57.

* Fall 1993-156.

* Winter 1994-275.

* As of Feb 1994-311

Number of Courses Offered

* January 1993 (Winter)-13.

* May 1993 (Summer)-27.

* September 1993 (Fall)-35.

* January 1994 (Winter)—35.

* May 1994 (Summer)-33.

Catalog Requests

3,000 since October 1992.

Student Profile (Winter 1994)

* U.S. Army 26.

* U.S. Navy 18.

* U.S. Marine Corps 38.

* U.S. Air Force 32.

* National Guard 50.

* Retired Military 23.

* Civilian 119.

* Foreign 5.

Students in Degree Programs

* Land warfare—96.

* Naval warfare—12.

* Air warfare—19.

* Defense management—10.

* Undecided—174.

Faculty

66 members, 44 of whom hold

PhDs.

Most Popular Courses

* RC700-The Study and Use of

Military History.

* LW500-American Military

Experience to 1900.

* LW503-The American Revolution.

* LW518-History of Guerrilla

Warfare.

* LW519-The Korean War

* NW514-Naval Power and

Strategy.

* AW503-Air War in Korea.

American Civil War courses
AMU announces the inaugural

block of graduate courses concen-

trating on the American Civil

War. Scheduled to be offered

during fall semester, which begins
in August 1994, are—

* US. Grant: Study in Leadership
(Professor Edward Coggins)

* Prelude to War: Antebellum
America (Dr. James Abrahamson)
* Naval History of the Civil War
(Professor Robert Schneller).

Five other courses that focus on
the Civil War are under develop-
ment. These courses will thoroughly
cover all the major campaigns and
battles of the War Between the
States and will commence in Janu-
ary 1995. Course materials will in-
clude the best books and videotapes
available on the Civil War. Dr. Frank
Vandiver—author of Mighty Stone-
wall, Their Tattered Flags, and
other acclaimed works on the Civil
War—is a member of the AMU
Academic Board, which will as-
sist in the development of this
10—course block.

AMU also continues to offer one
of the most comprehensive ranges
of graduate level courses in Military
Studies available anywhere. Current
courses address—

* Ancient and medieval wafare.

* American Revolution.

* Boer War.

* World War L.

* World War II.

* Vietnam.

* Afghanistan.

* U.N. peacekeeping operations.

* Military law.

* Leadership.

* Military logistics.

Courses cover the gamut of the
military arts and sciences—on land,
at sea, and in the air. At AMU, stu-
dents study with some of the most

“noted authorities in the field—edu-

cators, authors, and civilian and
military leaders. The university
catalog contains a complete list of
all AMU courses and faculty.
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Army Otter—Caribou
Asssociation will have its ninth
annual reunion 7-11 September in
Orlando, Fla. Former Army Otter or
Caribou aviation personnel should
contact the association at 1-
800-626-8194 for membership
information.

The association was organized in
1985 and approved by the IRS
as a nonprofit veteran organization
under IRS Code 501(c)(19).

i

Former U.S. Air Corps cadets
and instructors who trained or
taught in the 1940s at Parks College
or one of its sites in Sikeston or Cape
Girardeau, Mo., Jackson, Miss.,
or Tuscaloosa, Ala., will have
a reunion 31 September—2 October.
The event will be on the Parks
campus in Cahokia, Ill., near down-
town St. Louis, Mo. For more
information, contact Nita S. Brown-
ing, Public Relations Director, Parks
College of St. Louis University,
Cahokia, IL 62206—or call 618—
337-7575, extension 206.
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"Mission First, Safety Always"

Colonel Thomas M. Hayes, Commanding
12th Aviation Brigade, V Corps, U.S. Army, Europe

CWS5 Gerald D. Cartier
Brigade Safety Officer

Captain Joseph Torrence
Assistant S3

This article was written and approved before the tragic incident over northern Iraq, in support
of Operation Provide Comfort, on 14 April 1994. It is dedicated, therefore, to those proud men
and women who perished on this mission trying to help others.

“Mission First, Safety Always,” in the 12th Brigade,
these are the words we live by and fly by.

Over the course of 1993, the brigade flew 17,412
hours without a recordable class A, B, or C flight-re-
lated mishap, fatality, or injury. These hours represent
the combined effort of 242 combat-ready aviators fly-
ing 103 assigned aircraft for a forward—deployed avia-
tion brigade.

The turmoil in Europe has done little to diminish the
training pace or the mission profile of the 12th Avia-
tion Brigade. The brigade provides lift aviation and
target acquisition support to the only remaining Corps
in the European theater. Few units have been so tested
with such sensitive missions and performed so profes-
sionally.

MISSIONS/SUPPORT TO V CORPS

Daily missions include: command aviation and fixed-
wing support of Headquarters, V Corps, and its nine
major subordinate commands; direct medium lift heli-
copter support to the Corps two divisions and its Corps
support command; assault helicopter support for both
divisions and the Corps long-range surveillance unit;
and target acquisition support for the Corps artillery
command and three Corps-level, AH-64 Apache at-
tack helicopter battalions.

SENSITIVE MISSIONS/SUPPORT TO CORPS/
MACOMS )

Besides normal training support provided to the
Corps, the brigade has accomplished numerous sensi-
tive missions for the Corps and major Army commands
(MACOMs). In addition, we have closed two major

6

Army airfields in Europe, which required re—station-
ing a UH-60 Black Hawk company, a CH—47 Chinook
company, and an air traffic services (ATS) battalion.

We completed the final drawdown of the Corps pre-
mier aviation combat multiplier (Task Force Warrior).
All tasks were completed on schedule and without in-
cident, a testament to this organization’s professional-
ism and safety prowess.

The combination of these events, coupled with a posi-
tive proactive safety attitude, resulted in a proven and
ready brigade unrivaled in accomplishment.

OPERATION RESTORE HOPE

Task Force 5-158, 12th Aviation Brigade, was V
Corps aviation contribution to Operation Restore Hope,
the United Nations relief effort in Somalia. On Christ-
mas Day, the last elements of an advanced party con-
sisting of 15 UH-60s, 38 vehicles and ground support
equipment, and 160 personnel deployed to Mogadishu,
Somalia, via U.S. Air Force C-5 Galaxy and C-141
Starlifter aircraft.

By the end of December, a 700—man, 46-aircraft (30
UH-60s and 16 CH—47s), 370—vehicle task force had
closed on Somalia. This contingency deployment dem-
onstrated the brigade’s ability to deploy rapidly by air,
rail, and sea with very little notice and all safely.

Besides the advanced party’s strategic air deployment,
the brigade ran three international rail head operations
from Germany to a port in Italy and self-deployed 31
aircraft to Italy. These 31 aircraft plus 332 various ve-
hicles and ground support equipment were loaded and
transported via ship from Italy to Somalia, all without
incident.

As an indicator of the brigade’s safety attitude, it
should be noted that the brigade safety officer was one
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of the first two soldiers sent to the port before any air-
craft or vehicles to ensure a safe and smooth transition
during these very dangerous operations. All personnel,
aircraft, vehicles, and ground support equipment even-
tually were returned to Germany without the brigade
recording a single aviation—related mishap or person-
nel incident.

OUT OF THEATER MISSIONS

During the year, 12th Aviation Brigade aviation as-
sets found themselves heavily involved in the evacua-
tion of three highly sensitive missions, all out of the-
ater.

The Beirut Air Bridge

The first mission entails a detachment of four UH-
60 aircraft and crews with support teams. This detach-
ment was forward deployed to the island of Cyprus in
support of the Beirut Air Bridge (BAB), to provide life
line support and on—call emergency evacuation to the
United States Embassy in Beirut, Lebanon. Over the
course of the year, some 797 accident and incident free
hours were flown in support of the BAB.

The mission profile for this operation involves some
of the most demanding and strenuous flight activities
we can ask U.S. Army aviators to perform. Night vi-
sion goggles (NVG) overwater flight is the required
mission profile. An agressive overwater training pro-
gram, to include drownproofing, “dunker,” helicopter
emergency escape devices (HEEDs) bottle, life raft,
aviation life support equipment (ALSE), and NVG deck
landings on U.S. Navy ships, calls for constant vigi-
lance and a superior safety conciousness.

With crews rotating every 60 days, the training tempo
is continuous and standards are reinforced daily. This
mission continues to be accomplished professionally
and safely to this day.

Operation Provide Comfort

Our second mission takes our soldiers to the very
dangerous high mountains of eastern Turkey and north-
ern Iraq, in support of Operation Provide Comfort
(OPC). Six UH-60 aircraft and crews with support
teams are deployed to provide aerial support to the Eu-
ropean Command Combined Task force in Turkey. Op-
erating well beyond established lines of communica-
tion in a hostile environment is the hallmark of this
vital mission.

Deployed aircrews and support personnel are entitled
to Imminent Danger Pay and are awarded a combat
patch upon completion of this rigorous mission. Ad-
verse weather, to include unpredictable winds, heat, fog,
and heavy snow, coupled with a high—density altitude
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(DA), test the abilities of our crews during every flight.

Daily missions range from VIP support to air move-
ment operations. Over 2,000 accident and incident free
hours were logged last year in support of this very dif-
ficult and demanding mission.

“Safety First” is not just a catchy phrase for these
soldiers, but a way of life. Our OPC flight crews were
credited, on three separate occasions, with the rescue
of Allied jet fighter pilots who were forced to eject
over hostile territory in support of this mission. Hav-
ing superbly trained, professional crews and support
personnel (rotated every 60 days) is critical to the con-
tinued success of operation provide comfort and can-
not be underscored.

Allied Command, Europe, Mobile Force (Land)

The third, and possibly the most difficult mission,
because of the varied training requirements and multi-
national composition, is our mission to provide the
Allied Command, Europe, Mobile Force (Land) (AMF
(L)) aviation component.

Deploying with an international task force comprised
of North Atlantic Treaty Organization (NATO) ground
forces, this component is a ready and trained element
of the NATO contingency force. Five UH-1 crews and
support personnel are dedicated to this demanding re-
quirement. Arctic, overwater, and mountain training,
to name a few, keep these always on—call soldiers ready,
willing, and able to respond when needed.

During the past year, this unit was deployed three dif-
ferent times to conduct training with the AMF (L).
With the ability to rapidly deploy by air, sea, and rail,
this unit is one of the most capable and ready aviation
assets in Europe. Previously, this important mission ro-
tated among units in theater. Now the 12th Aviation
Brigade is the only unit capable of meeting the exact-
ing demands of this mission.

Last year alone, Allied forces in Denmark, Italy, and
Turkey had the chance to see how some of the U.S.
Army’s best trained and safety conscious soldiers pro-
vide responsive and flexible aviation support to the
AMF (L) ground forces. Operating under demanding
field conditions, all missions were conducted without
accident or incident.

In addition, on one occasion a flight crew of ours was
credited with saving the life of a Belgian helicopter
pilot and three passengers who had crashed at one of
the AMF (L) field sites. Quick thinking on the part of
our personnel helped extricate the pilot and passengers
from the wreckage before it was fully engulfed in
flames. These accomplishments further define the ex-
cellence, dedication, and safety awareness of the air-
crews within the 12th Aviation Brigade.



OTHER SUPPORT
Combat Maneuver Training Center

Besides the heavy commitment for our out—of-sec-
tor missions, the brigade is able, and more than will-
ing, to provide support as needed and required. OH-
58D Kiowa Warrior and CH—47D support for unit ro-
tations at the Combat Maneuver Training Center at
Hohenfels and range density at Grafenwoehr are com-
mon taskings.The overall expertise with which these
missions are carried out earns accolades from all sup-
ported units that have had the chance to work with these
combat aviation professionals.

On a recurring basis, our CH-47 crews are on stand-
by to provide fire bucket support to suppress range fires
and, if needed, to supplement host nation forest
firefighting efforts.

Perfecting the brigade’s ability to covertly insert long-
range surveillance units (LRSUs) with UH-60s and
CH—47s, outfitted as Fat Cows, providing fuel, has ex-
tended V Corps intelligence capability immensely. This
capability provides the command with a real world
combat multiplier.

Operation Provide Promise

Over the year, our fixed—wing detachment set the stan-
dard for professionalism. On a daily basis, it is called
on to fly an assortment of missions all over the Euro-
pean continent.

Its support to Operation Provide Promise, the United
Nations contingent in Croatia, took it into a hostile fire
area twice a week for most of the year. Landing at sites
such as Zagreb, Croatia, and Split, Bosnia—
Herzegovina, provided a challenge each time because
of the difficulty associated with diplomatic clearances,
less than ideal ATC facilities, and the constant threat
of hostile fire.

Operation Able Sentry

Early last summer a tasking to provide fixed—wing
support for Operation Able Sentry, another United Na-
tions peace—keeping mission located in Macedonia, was
received. As expected, assets from the 12th Aviation
Brigade answered the call.

The high mountains surrounding Skopje, Macedonia,
our designated airport, provided a challenge. Unpre-
dictable weather, coupled with a massive language prob-
lem and less than desirable navigational aids, helped
showcase our flight detachment’s aviators’ true pro-
fessionalism.

The safety of our passengers and aircraft were al-
ways the overriding factor and primary concern on each
mission. In spite of these challenges, all missions were
completed safely.
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Air traffic services

Providing the best possible air traffic services (ATS)
to 14 fixed airfields in Germany, and tactical ATC sup-
port anywhere it is needed, is what our ATS battalion
prides itself on. Deployments to tactical field training
sites or real world requirements such as ATC services
in Somalia or special ATC for visiting VIPs such as the
U.S. Secretary of Defense are always impeccably or-
chestrated.

The overall professional attitude and ability to adapt
to an ever—changing scenario has earned our control-
lers the respect of the entire European aviation com-
munity. With 522,774 safe movements and 14,773
ground controlled approaches (GCAs) accomplished
last year, and no controller-related incidents reported,
our ATS battalion is justifiably proud.

Grafenwoehr Training Area

From mid—August through mid—September, all units
took part in a brigade—level gunnery range density at
Grafenwoehr Training Area (GTA). All soldiers avail-
able qualified with their respective individual weap-
ons. In addition, M60, M9, and M16 unit and indi-
vidual competitions were held. Part of this density was
devoted to annual door gunner qualifications for UH-
1, UH-60, and CH—47 aircraft assigned to the brigade.

A gate type, GO/NO-GO, crew training system was
used to evaluate each gunner before actually going to
the aircraft for the live fire portion. At the same time,
we were able to validate the door gunner tables at GTA.
Because of our BAS, OPC, and AMF (L) mission re-
quirements, door gunnery qualification is a requisite
skill needed before assignment on one of the rotations.

CONCLUSION

The 12th Aviation Brigade has distinguished itself as
an outstanding aviation unit, dedicated to using safety
as a force protector and combat multiplier. Carrying on
a tradition started with the formation of the unit, the
brigade has demonstrated its ability to accomplish any
mission, anywhere, anytime safely.

Few units have been tested with such a diverse array
of sensitive missions and performed as professionally.
Our Mission Essential Task List is tested frequently.
We prove, on a daily basis, that we can and will ac-
complish our mission safely.

The safety record of this brigade is testimony to the
capabilities and professionalism of each member of the
unit. The 12th Aviation Brigade units exemplify excel-
lence in U.S. Army Aviation and clearly set the stan-
dard for other units world.

“Mission First, Safety Always.”
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Everyday scenes of Kurdish people living In
the U.N.—designated safe zone of northern Iraq
and serviced by Operation Provide Comfort.
(Camera imagery by Staff Sergeants

Theodore J. Koniares and Efrain Gonzalez)
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What is This Thing Called "Crew Coordination"?

Dr. Dennis K. Leedom
Principal Scientist
U.S. Army Research Institute
Rotary-Wing Research Unit
Fort Rucker, Alabama

This article provides you with some background information on the Army's current training
program on crew coordination—How it was developed, how it has been shown to be effective,
and whether it is the best approach.

Ever since the publication of TC-210,
Aircrew Training  Program
Commander's Guide to Individual and
Crew Training, March 1992, we’ve all
known that something called “crew co-
ordination” is important to Army avia-
tors. According to the Commander’s
Guide, crew coordination is “a set of
principles, attitudes, procedures, and
techniques which transforms individu-
als into an effective crew.”

But are we just talking “motherhood”
and “apple pie” when we speak of crew
coordination? Or is it something that
will actually contribute to mission per-
formance and flight safety? Some avia-
tors believe that adherence to good crew
coordination principles will save their
life someday. Other aviators remain
unconvinced, seeing the current empha-
sis on crew coordination as just another
administrative burden. So, who is right?
The answer depends, in large part, on
how the training is implemented.

A Little History...

In early 1990, the Army became in-
creasingly concerned over the possibil-
ity that crew error was a significant con-
tributor to aviation accidents. A review
of aviation accidents from 1984 to 1989
suggested that crew error was impli-
cated in accidents that had cost the
Army 147 lives and over $292 million
in aviation resources. A year later, a re-
view of aviation accidents occurring
during Desert Shield/Desert Storm re-
inforced the belief that poor crew coor-
dination was a contributing factor to
crew error accidents. Thus motivated,
the U.S. Army Aviation Center
(USAAVNC) established a “tiger team”
of aviation specialists and psychologists
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at Fort Rucker to develop a set of fixes
for this problem. By early 1992, a num-
ber of solutions began to emerge from
this collaborative effort.

Recognizing the need to introduce the
concept of crew coordination in a “top-
down” manner, the USAAVNC team set
about to make appropriate changes to
the Commander’s Guide. Thus, the
March 1992 revision to TC 1-210
clearly emphasized the requirement for
crew coordination training in the unit’s
overall training program. In addition,
this same revision highlighted important
aspects of crew coordination identified
from initial research conducted by the
U.S. Army Research Institute (USARI),
e.g., positive communication, direct as-
sistance.

At the same time, the revised version
of TC 1-210 instituted a policy of man-
dated battle rostering for Army aviation
units.Battle rostering was defined as the
designation of two or more individual
aviators to perform as a crew during
both peacetime training and wartime de-
ployment. All FAC-1 and FAC-2 avia-
tors were to be battle rostered. Finally,
TC 1-210 specified that crew readiness
would be measured against a new set of
Crew Readiness Level (CRL) designa-
tions. The CRL-1 and CRL-2 designa-
tions track battle rostered crew training
status independently of individual avia-
tor training status.

Attention was turned next to making
appropriate revisions to the individual
Aircrew Training Manuals for each air-
craft type. Here, specific guidance was
developed on the crew coordination
actions essential to each flight task. For
many flight tasks, the task description
now specifies the coordination actions

required of the pilot on the controls, and
those required of other crew— members.

A New Training Approach...

As the various Aircrew Training
Manuals were being revised in 1992,
the USAAVNC team realized that a new
training system was needed to assist
aviation units in transitioning their avia-
tors to the new flight task standards.
While some training materials were al-
ready available from the commercial
airline industry, previous attempts to
adapt these materials to Army aviation
had met with limited success. Specifi-
cally, many aviators complained that the
existing training packages for crew co-
ordination lacked objective standards
for measuring crew performance. In ad-
dition, it was argued that training ori-
ented toward cockpit coordination at
35,000 feet was not necessarily suited
to the Army’s night, nap of the earth
environment.

In response, USARI expanded its
crew coordination research’ to include
the development of a performance-
based training and evaluation program
for Army aviation units. A unique fea-
ture of this training and evaluation pro-
gram is that it defines crew coordina-
tion in specific, operationally relevant
terms. After some amount of debate, the
USAAVNC team agreed that crew co-
ordination would be evaluated in terms
of 13 key dimensions. It is useful to
think of these dimensions, shown in the
table, as similar to the “basic qualities”
aviators might remember from basic
flight training. Each “basic quality” is
not so much important in itself as it is
an important contributor to accomplish-
ing the specific flight tasks essential for
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Table
Crew Coordination Evaluation Dimensions

Evaluation Dimension

Description

Establish and maintain flight team leadership and
crew climate

Performance anchors focus on leadership style,
professional respect, the resolution of
disagreements, and team member attitudes.

Premission planning and rehearsal accomplished

Performance anchors focus on premission flight
planning, rehearsal of critical events, and in-
flight replanning and rehearsal.

Selection of appropriate decision making
techniques

Performance anchors focus on information
gathering and use of team deliberation under
conditions of either high or moderate/low time
stress.

Prioritize actions and distribute workload

Performance anchors focus on mission task
prioritization and cockpit workload distribution.

Management ot unexpected events

Performance anchors focus on team preparation
and composure, and on team resource
management.

Statements and directives are clear, timely,
relevant, complete, and veritied

Performance anchors focus on the adequacy,
timeliness, clarity, standardization, and
acknowledgement of callouts by team members.

Maintenance of mission situational awareness

Performance anchors focus on how team
members keep each other informed of critical
events and factors affecting situational awareness
(e.g., fatigue, anger).

Decisions and actions communicated and
acknowledged

Performance anchors focus on manner in which
decisions and actions are communicated,
clarified, and acknowledged by team members.

Supporting information and actions sought from
crew

Performance anchors focus on solicitation of
information and assistance from other team
members,

Crewmember actions mutually cross monitored

Performance anchors focus on scanning for team
member errors and the use of the two-challenge
rule for overcoming cognitive inertia.

Supporting information and actions offered by
crew

Performance anchors focus on the anticipation
and offering of required information and
assistance to other team members.

Advocacy and assertion practiced

Performance anchors focus on rank/experience
intimidation and the assertiveness of junior team
members.

Crew-level afteraction reviews accomplished

Performance anchors focus on the self-critique
and improvement of team performance after each
mission.

Notes: 'Research during this entire period was sup-
ported with technical assistance from a contractor team
comprised of Dynamics Research Corporation and
ANACAPA Sciences, Inc.

?For those aircraft without an associated flight simu-
lator or combat mission simulator, demonstration flights
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are conducted either in—flight or in the UH-1 Iroquois
instrument trainer.

3Battle rostered crews, previously formed by their
unit, were required to have flown at least once as a
battle rostered crew within 60 days preceding the test.
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mission effectiveness and flight safety.

USARI then took these dimensions
and produced a training and evaluation
program for Army aviation units. Class-
room instruction and small group exer-
cises led by unit instructor pilots (IPs)
and unit trainers (UTs) first provide
aviators with an introduction to the im-
portance of each dimension and the fac-
tors necessary for achieving each stan-
dard. This instruction is followed by
several sessions in the flight simulator?
in which unit IPs can demonstrate and
evaluate actual behaviors in a tactical
mission setting. An essential step in this
whole process is the video recording of
crew behaviors during the training mis-
sions. During the mission debriefings
with the IPs, crew—members have the
opportunity to observe themselves and
note their strengths and weaknesses.
Throughout the entire training and
evaluation process, emphasis is placed
on teaching crew coordination in a con-
text that is operationally relevant to each
individual aviator.

The Proof is in the Pudding...

During 1992 and 1993, USARI con-
ducted two field studies to assess the
validity and impact of the new training.
Of biggest concern to the Aviation Cen-
ter were the questions, “Would Army
aviators accept this new training?" and
“Would the training produce measurable
improvements in mission performance
and flight safety?" The first study, con-
ducted with UH-60 Black Hawk crews
from Fort Campbell, Ky., found that unit
aviators and IPs enthusiastically en-
dorsed the new training—despite the
fact that some aviators had leave can-
celled to take part in the test! In a sec-
ond study with AH-64 Apache crews at
Fort Rucker, reactions were much the
same. Typical comments included:

“I’m 100 percent for this program. It
will save lives and aircraft. It may well
save my life someday.”

“I thought some of the material was
common sense, but it is needed to insti-
tutionalize common practices and de-
fine techniques. It makes everybody
speak up and fly as a crew.”

“I sequence and time activities better.
This course got me out of some bad
habits.”
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“This program made me think more,
even with crewmembers that I have
flown with before.”

But what about performance? Here,
the evidence was just as strong that the
new training program had a positive ef-
fect on both mission effectiveness and
flight safety. In the study with UH-60
crews conducting simulated troop inser-
tion and slingload missions, IP evalua-
tors found that—

*Crews conducted better mission
planning with shorter planning and re-
hearsal cycles.

* Crews practiced better communica-
tion patterns in the cockpit.

* Crews managed critical flight tasks
more efficiently, using the entire crew.

* Crews exhibited significantly fewer
errors of the type frequently implicated
in previous aviation accidents (e.g., vio-
lation of altitude restrictions, poor tran-
sition to instrument meteorological con-
ditions flight, failure to detect system
malfunctions in a timely manner, fail-
ure to maintain obstacle clearance).

*Crews navigated more accurately
with fewer course and timing deviations.

*Crews more successfully avoided
detection and engagement by enemy air
defenses.

Comparable results were found in the
USARI study of AH-64 crews a year
later. In this study of crews conducting
simulated attack missions, IP evaluators
found that—

* Crews managed cockpit workload
better with improved communication
patterns.

*Crews reacted better to unexpected
events.

*Crews navigated more accurately
with fewer obstacle or ground strikes.

*Crews engaged more targets and
achieved more successful target kills.

*Crews more successfully avoided
detection and engagement by enemy air
defenses.

Based on earlier validation findings
obtained in 1992, the training and evalu-
ation program was approved by the U.S.
Army Chief of Staff (CSA) for
Armywide fielding. Interestingly, the
CSA’s approval of funding for this train-
ing came the same week that he was
asked by the President to make signifi-
cant cuts in the Army’s FY93 budget.

By mid-1993, USAAVNC established
a Crew Coordination Training Team to
implement the training at each aviation
simulation training site worldwide. Ac-
companying this action, each of the
Army’s visual flight simulators through-
out the world were outfitted with video
recording equipment to support the new
training. By September, 1993, the
USAAVNC training team had begun the
2-year installation cycle by installing
the training program at Fort
Campbell.Other sites are following in
rapid succession. To date, the
USAAVNC team has experienced posi-
tive aviator reactions at each
location.They also have observed that
crew performance consistently im-
proves over the sequence of three train-
ing missions conducted ‘in the flight
simulator.

Is Battle Rostering Needed?

As USAAVNC began to field the new
training and evaluation program, ques-
tions were raised about the continued
necessity of battle rostering. Since its
practice was mandated by TC 1-210 in
March 1992, operational units were
beginning to complain of the significant
administrative burden imposed by this
crew pairing requirement. In addition,
some anecdotal evidence was beginning
to surface that suggestedprolonged
battle rostering was inducing compla-
cency and overconfidence in some
cockpits, two contributors to aviation
accidents. So, in early 1992, USARI was
asked to investigate this issue. Specifi-
cally, USAAVNC wanted to know if
battle rostering added any significant
benefit to crew performance beyond that
achieved with the new training and
evaluation program.

To answer this question, USARI con-
ducted another test in October and No-
vember of 1993. Using 24 battle-
rostered AH-64 aviators from Fort
Rucker, crews were evaluated in a se-
ries of four different attack missions
conducted in the AH-64 Combat Mis-
sion Simulator. All aviators received
the Army’s new crew coordination train-
ing about 4 months before the test. For
two of these missions, the aviators flew
as battle rostered crews.? For the re-
maining two missions, the same avia-
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tors were randomly paired so that no
crew had been previously battle
rostered. Each scenario contained sev-
eral challenges in the form of mission
changes, hostile air defenses and heli-
copter threats, deteriorating weather,
and unexpected equipment malfunc-
tions. The test was to determine if crew
performance (using the same aviators)
differed significantly between the two
methods of forming crews.

In comparing the cockpit behaviors of
battle rostered versus newly formed
crews, no statistically significant differ-
ences were found in any of the basic di-
mensions of crew coordination. IP rat-
ings of both crew coordination skills and
aircrew training manual task grades
were virtually a dead heat between the
two pairing conditions. In terms of mis-
sion performance, only one difference
was found to be statistically significant:
battle rostered crews achieved about 18
percent more target kills per target en-
gagement with missiles than randomly
assigned crews. All other measures of
mission performance, including gun and
rocket engagements, altitude deviations,
exposure to threats, detection of in-flight
malfunctions, and instrument ap-
proaches differed insignificantly be-
tween the battle rostered and randomly
assigned crew pairings.

In post-test interviews with the avia-
tors and IPs, USARI received both posi-
tive and negative comments regarding
battle rostering. On the one hand, some

aviators felt that battle rostering pro-
vides a higher level of familiarity in the
cockpit. Others expressed concern that
too much familiarity leads to overcon-
fidence, complacency, and a reversion
to nonstandard coordination techniques.
To investigate this concern further,
USARI compared self-ratings of perfor-
mance by the aviators under each crew,
pairing condition to ratings provided by
the IP evaluators. In each condition,
overconfidence was expressed by vir-
tue of the fact that self-ratings of per-
formance were higher than the IP rat-
ings. However, the level of overconfi-
dence was 50 percent higher in the case
of battle rostered crews, as compared
with randomly assigned crews. Thus, it
seems that flying with a new
crewmember causes aviators to be more
objective in their self-appraisals.

As a result of these test findings,
USAAVNC formally rescinded its
policy of mandated crew readiness lev-
els and battle rostering in a message
dated 251200Z FEB 94. This message,
in part, states that commanders may still
choose to battle roster crews at their dis-
cretion. However, commanders are in-
vited to take note of the recent test re-
sults and to guard against the negative
habits potentially introduced by battle
rostering.

A Final Word...

In summary, a number of significant
developments have occurred in recent
years regarding crew coordination. In

comparison to the pioneering efforts
taken in the commercial airline indus-
try, the U.S. Army is light years ahead
in the degree to which crew coordina-
tion training has been institutionalized.
As a result of research specifically fo-
cused on the Army’s tactical flying en-
vironment, crew coordination standards
have been behaviorally defined in terms
that are relevant to the average aviator.
These training standards have been
shown to positively impact both mission
performance and flight safety. And,
most importantly, the training has been
accepted and endorsed by the senior
standardization instructor pilots and IPs
within the Army.

Perhaps the current state of affairs can
be described best with a quotation from
the recent USAAVNC message on battle
rostering:

"The Army is still conducting crew
coordination training which is sepa-
rate and distinct from crew readiness
levels and battle rostering. This train-
ing program is seen as the most ef-
fective solution for improving crew
coordination."

After June 1994, Dr. Leedom will
move to the position of Chief, Soldier
Performance Division, U.S. Army Re-
search Laboratory, Aberdeen Proving
Grounds, Md. Questions and comments
may be directed to the author at (410)
278-5916 or DSN 298-5916.
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Threat and Countermeasure Factors in Risk Assessment

CW3 Stephen L. Woods
Training Development Officer

Aircraft Survivability Training Management Division
Directorate of Training, Doctrine, and Simulation

Attention: Threats are the most
capable ever.

The threats of today are much
more technologically advanced than
any time in history. Armies under-
stand the capabilities modern heli-
copters bring to the battlefield and
have prepared against them. The
most advanced weapon systems are
available to any buyer. Third world
armies are able to defend themselves
without investing in research and
development. Modern air defense
weapons are considered commodi-
ties and are purchased much like
you or I would purchase a personal
computer, based on capabilities and
function. Armies cannot afford to
have attack helicopters erase their
investments in ground forces.

Countering today’s modern
threats requires risk assessment.

All weapon systems have both ca-
pabilities and associated limitations.
Analyzing the mission area threats
reveals methods of capitalizing

U.S. Army Aviation Center
Fort Rucker, Alabama

upon their system weaknesses and
exploiting our system capabilities
against them. Risk assessment in-
volves identification of the cause of
high risk and leads to steps we can
take to reduce the risks. Direct com-
bat action against an enemy will re-
quire a level of risk. Identification
of the threats causing the risks is as
important as identifying factors such
as weather, terrain, and crew selec-
tion. When analyzing the mission,
direct threats can be separated into
technology types (or portions of the
electromagnetic spectrum) such as
radar, infrared, optical/electro—opti-
cal, and laser/directed energy weap-
ons for ease of analysis. Some threat
systems may fall into more than one
type such as a radar threat with an
optical/electro—optical backup
mode.

All threats would be evaluated
based on their ability to acquire and
engage aircraft in their normal mis-
sion flight mode. Some threats may
have a minimum effective altitude

higher than the aircraft’s mission
flight mode. Although these threats
may have a lower risk associated
with them than lower altitude ca-
pable threats, care must still be taken
with these threats. Understanding
that minimum effective altitude is
that altitude in which a properly
trained crew under good firing con-
ditions has a 50—percent probabil-
ity of hit (P,) at that altitude based
on flat terrain. Below this minimum
effective altitude, the P, may be re-
duced but seldom is the threat
erased. If the threat system is at an
altitude below the aircraft, the mini-
mum effective altitude may be very
near ground level. (See figures 1 and
2)

General operat\lonal consider-
ations include:

. Does the threat have a home—
on-helicopter mode or capability?

. Is the threat normally located for-
ward of, near, or well behind the for-
ward line of own troops (FLOT)?

. Does the threat support front line

Max Alt

P

Max Alt
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Figure 1.

Figure 2.
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troops, higher echelon, or does it
rove in a gap filler type role?

. If the threat fixed, mobile, or
self-propelled?

Once the threats are divided into
guidance types, threats can be com-
pared to aircraft survivability equip-
ment (ASE) effectiveness. Consid-
erations should be given to the fol-
lowing:

. Will warning be received from
each radar threat?

. Is chaff reflective in the radar
frequency of the threat and may it,
therefore, be an effective decoy?

. Which threats will the aircraft’s
radar jammer provide for effective
coverage?

Once ASE considerations have
been taken into account, the threats
can be prioritized and risk can be
assessed. Are the radar threats on
this mission high, medium, or low?
What is causing the risk on this
mission? This will aid you in
identifying a valid means of
reducing the risk. Risk reduction
factors include:

. Night-time operation that
degrades Optical/Electro—Optical
threats with no night-viewing
devices.

. Standoff ranges that place the
aircraft close enough to shoot yet
far enough away not to get shot.

. Accurate suppression of enemy
air defenses to destroy/degrade
known positions.

. Using aircraft with the least
susceptibility during the start of the
operation to destroy threats before
bringing up the most susceptible
aircraft.

. Orientation of the battle position
and route of flight to place the sun
or moon behind aircraft.

. Making use of overlapping
coverage of Air Force standoff
jamming aircraft during their
strikes.

. Committing only the force
necessary for the engagement thus
reducing susceptibility.

. Using the combined arms
approach. The use of ground forces
to designate or destroy air defense
artillery (ADA) assets. Brief ground
forces to designate which ADA
vehicles will be first.

. Brief all aircrews on the priority
of threat vehicle engagement, ASE
configuration settings, and
vulnerabilities of their aircraft.

Plan tactics and select counter—
measures settings.

Once threats are prioritized by
guidance type, ASE configuration
settings can be selected to optimize
protection on this mission. The AN/
APR-39A(v)1 has both operational
flight programs (OFPs) and emitter
identification (EID) software
versions that must be set for the
theater of operations.

The AN/APR-39(v)2 has
software version numbers and
theater selection settings that set the
EID.

. The M-130 chaff dispenser
electronic control module must be
set with the program settings to
reproduce the correct aircraft radar
cross—section size

see, ASE systems depend on proper
configuration settings. It is
imperative that your ASE be
configured to the threats expected
to be encountered on a particular
mission. Just as your Identification
Friend or Foe (IFF) or com-
munications radios must have valid
configuration settings, so must your
ASE.

Use these tools for risk analysis.

All school trained ASE/Electronic
Warfare Officers (ASE/EWO) are
trained to perform this risk analysis.
The tools they use are the Aircraft
Survivability Equipment Tactics,
Techniques, and Procedures, dated
15 December 1990, with change 3
applied, and the Survivability Risk
Analysis worksheet. (See figure 3.)
The U.S. Army Aviation Center
has a new ASE configuration
setting guide available. For a copy,
contact CW3 Woods, DSN 558
3917. The guide is classified
SECRET and a written request from
your unit's security manager is
required.

and the operator
control unit must be
set to program.

SURVIVABILITY RISK ANALYSIS
AIRCRAFT TYPE:

DATE:

The AN/ALQ- | usSiON DAYNIGHT <100 T 5100

144A(v)1/3 must be PROFILE 1 1 2 —
set with the proper | THREATS: .\ \oEcm

jammer program -
number based on the = aea L —_—
aircraft and threats. | E/O  MASKING NOMASKING

. The AN/ALQ-
162(v)1 must have
the correct user data
module setting.

. The AN/ALQ-
136(v)1/5 must have
the correct mission
mode switch setting.

. The AN/APR-
44(v)1/2/3/5 must
have the correct
filter connections.
As you can clearly
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| UD  WARNING NOWARNING

PROBABILITY OF ACQUISITION

3-HIGH -

2- MEDIUM

1-LOW

PRIORITY THREATS
RF IR EO LD

ECM SETTINGS:  ALQ-144A* — ALQ-144A
APR-39A(V)1 APR-39A\V)2__
ALQ-136 ALQ162 ___  APR44____

M-130 CHAFF AH-1222.2 AH-64 1,142
UH601142  EH-60 1132
* ACFT NON SUPPRESSED

Figure 3.
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OFP & EID?

SSG Robert L. Niebrugge

Aircraft Survivability Training Management Division
Directorate of Training, Doctrine, and Simulation

A common problem involving
aviators and avionics personnel who
associate with the AN/APR-
39A(V)1 Radar Signal Detecting
Set (RSDS) is that they do not un-
derstand the significance of the Op-
erational Flight Program (OFP) and
Emitter Identification Data (EID)
versions that are displayed on the
indicator when initiating the system
self-test. There is no reference to
the different OFP/EID versions in
the technical manual (TM), nor is
the importance of the correct ver-
sions explained. The following in-
formation will provide a better un-
derstanding of the OFP/EID ver-
sions. Contact the Aircraft Surviv-
ability Equipment/Electronic War-
fare Officer (ASE/EWO) for more
information on this subject.

€10 VERSION

What is the OFP?
The OFP is that part of the AN/
APR-39A(V)1 software that con-
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trols processor operations. Portions
of the OFP are classified and are
stored in the removable User Data
Module (UDM), also known as cir-
cuit card assembly (CCA) A7.Other
unclassified portions of the OFP are
stored in CCAs A4, AS, and A6.

The OFP directs all processor ac-
tivity. This includes sorting the sig-
nal environment, comparing re-
ceived signal parameters to the
stored EID, and generating the ap-
propriate symbol and synthetic
voice commands.

What is the EID?

The EID is that part of the AN/
APR-39A(V)1 software that holds
specific descriptions (threat library)
of known threat signals. The proces-
sor compares each incoming signal
with the EID. When a match occurs,
the processor generates the appro-
priate threat symbol and synthetic
voice message.

The EID is classified and is stored
in the UDM; therefore, the UDM is
classified. Update the EID by re-
placing the UDM with one having
the desired EID.

The EID version depends on the
area of operation, and the OFP de-
pends on the Aircraft Survivability
Equipment (ASE) configuration.
The minimum OFP version for air-
craft not equipped with the AN/
AVR-2 Laser Detecting Set (LDS)
is 020.9. Aircraft equipped with the
LDS should have an OFP of 521.1
or 022.2.

The available EIDs are as follows:

-017, 023—Global (being phased
out, contact the unit ASE/EWO)

-018, 024—Southwest Asia (rec-
ommended for continental United
States and Germany units)

-025—Southcom

-026—U.S. Navy boats

-027—National Training Center
(deployed units only)

-028—Korea

-029—Yugoslavia

NOTE: EID 517 or 600 series,
contact the unit ASE/EWO imme-
diately.

Are OFP/EID versions correct?

If OFP/EID versions are incorrect,
contact the company ASE/EWO.
The company ASE/EWO should
contact the brigade ASE/EWO. The
brigade ASE/EWO will contact
PM-AEC with a total number of
versions required for the brigade.

It is imperative that Avionics Ra-
dar Repairers (68R) verify the cor-
rect OFP/EID versions when testing
and should also verify after replace-
ment of CCA A4, A5, A6, or A7.
To avoid unnecessary maintenance
time and cost, do not use the Na-
tional Stock Numbers (NSNs) found
in TM 11-5841-294-30P when req-
uisitioning the above mentioned
CCAs.

There are many different OFP/
EID versions in the supply system;
therefore, if normal requisition pro-
cedures are used it is unsure which
software version will be received.
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OFP/EID version contact: PM—AEC, ATTN: Jim Carter, 4300 Goodfellow Blvd., St. Louis, MO 63220; DSN
693-5539, COM 314-263-5539.

Verification Procedure
The following matrices reflect the available OFP/EID versions and the compatibility with other ASE:
1. Using the ASE matrix, locate the letter that reflects the configuration code for the aircraft.

2. Using the configuration letter, locate the applicable OFP/EID codes on the OFP/EID matrix.
3. Verify correct software versions.

ASE MATRIX
POSSIBLE INSTALLED EQUIPMENT
APR-44 AV3 PROD AVR2 AAR-47
C A YES NO NO NO
0 B YES YES NO NO
N C YES NO NO NO
F D YES YES YES NO
| E YES YES NO NO
G F YES YES NO YES
G YES YES YES YES
OFP/EID MATRIX
OFP VERSION
020.9 | 521.1 (AVR2) 021.2 021.5 022.2 (AVR2)
E 017 A X 8 X B
| 018 A X B X B
023 C D E F G
024 C D E F G
\" 025 C D E F G
E 026 C D E F G
R 027 C D E F G
S 028 C D E F G
| 029 Cc D E F G
(0] 605 Cc D E F D
N 606 C D E F G
618 C D E X D
X=Incompatible OFP/EID 020.9=Basic AV1 OFP/EID
017=Global version EID 021.2=020.9 with AV3 configuration
018=Gulf version 021.8=AAR-47 Interface added to 021.23
023=@Global version+AAR-47 022.2=AAR-47 Interface & left/right added to 0O21.8
024=Gulf version+AAR-47 821.1=020.9 with AVR-2 Interface

028=8outhcom

026=US, Navy boats EID
027=National Training Center EID
028=US. Army Korea Theater EID
029=Yugoslavia
6808=8uitcase Trainer EID
606=8uitcase Trainer+AAR47 EID
618=B821.1 OFP Global EID
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AH-64A Apache Single-Engine Considerations

Major Bloo Anderson

British Liaison Officer/AH—64 Standardization Pilot
Directorate of Evaluation and Standardization

U.S. Army Aviation Center
Fort Rucker, Alabama

This article addresses some safety issues raised by impending changes to TC 1-214 and should
make AH-64 aviators more aware of single—engine considerations in day—to—day operations.

Several years ago, I watched an air-
craft crash as a result of a single—en-
gine failure. In the subsequent accident
investigation, it was established that
both crewmembers had later died as a
result of carrying out improper emer-
gency procedures. The pilot on the con-
trols had not understood his aircraft’s
single—engine performance limitations.

Crew safety is hardly the primary fac-
tor for consideration during an attack
helicopter mission; however, under-
standing our aircraft’s single—engine ca-
pabilities and limitations, especially in
a high—risk environment, may make the
difference between success or failure.
During training, it may prevent an inci-
dent from becoming an accident. In re-
cent months, it has become apparent
there is a lack of understanding about
why and how we calculate single—en-
gine performance and what we should
do with the resulting information while
airborne.

Training circular (TC) 1-214

The information contained in TC 1-
214, Aircrew Training Manual Attack
Helicopter, AH-64, task 1004, Prepare
DA Form 5701-R (UH-60/AH—64),
Performance Planning Card (PPC), was
written before change 21 of TM 55-
1520-238-10, the operator’s manual.
This change introduced the performance
data not only for 701 C—equipped AH-
64 Apaches, but also a single-engine,
maximum torque available chart (2.5-
minute limit) for the 701-engined
Apache. Along with others, task 1004
will be changed to reflect the use of
these latest charts.

At present, task 1004 states, in items
9 and 35, that maximum torque (single—
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engine) should be computed not to ex-
ceed the continuous torque limit from
figure 7-2, pp. 7-9 of the operator’s
manual, which is based upon a turbine
gas temperature (TGT) limit of 867 de-
grees celsius. These torque values are
subsequently used to calculate maxi-
mum allowable gross weight (GWT)
(single—engine) for the departure,
cruise, and arrival conditions, while
minimum single —engine speed (hence-
forth referred to as Vs) is computed
from the cruise chart. For the purposes
of illustration, assume a situation giv-
ing a pressure altitude of 300 feet, while
the free air temperature (FAT) is 30 de-
grees celsius. Using a representative
planned weight of 15,500 pounds (Ibs)
in such a situation, we calculate a maxi-
mum available continuous, single—en-
gine torque of 106 percent which, in
turn, allows a maximum allowable
GWT (single—engine) of 19,000 Ibs and
Vs of 24 knots indicated airspeed
(KIAS)/36 knots true airspeed (KTAS).
(A maximum mission gross weight of
17,650 lbs is assumed to be the norm.
The above information, therefore, indi-
cates that, at or below this maximum
weight, the aircraft is capable of sus-
tained flight in a single—engine configu-
ration at Vs).

Using the same ambient conditions
and aircraft weight, but using the 2.5-
minute limit chart, (based upon a TGT
limit of 917 degrees celsius) figure 7—
2, pp- 7-10 of the operator’s manual,
we find that maximum available torque
single—engine is 117 percent, which al-
lows a Vs of 19 KIAS/30 KTAS and a
maximum allowable GWT (single—en-
gine) of 20,500 Ibs. (This last figure may
be of significance for flight with one or

more auxiliary tanks fitted and filled.)

The figures obtained from the preced-
ing paragraphs indicate single—engined
flight is possible at departure weight, but
the aircraft must be at or above Vs. In
other words, on departure, if an engine
fails below Vs, continued takeoff will
not be possible at that weight, even us-
ing maximum available single-engine
power, unless the aircraft is able to ac-
celerate above Vs. This is usually
achieved by trading altitude for accel-
eration. However, in many instances
during a takeoff, or while performing
hover or slow—speed maneuvers, the
requisite altitude and space are not
available to do this.

This highlights the significance of
calculating Vs. By using torque from the
30-minute limit chart, available single—
engine power has been artificially lim-
ited by basing calculations upon a TGT
of 867 degrees. In reality, following a
single—engine failure, power available
on the aircraft engine is limited by the
higher TGT of 917 degrees. This artifi-
ciality results in a higher derived Vs than
is actually the case. The difference may
be vitally significant to a pilot’s perfor-
mance planning and the way in which
he or she handles a power failure dur-
ing a mission. A lower Vs is always pref-
erable in the event of a power loss. For
this reason, it normally should be cal-
culated using torque values interpolated
from the 2.5-minute limit chart.

Jettison of wing stores

You will be aware departure perfor-
mance was calculated at a specific
weight and the Apache has a system that
enables jettison of wing stores. Losing
an engine during a critical stage of flight
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is exactly the occasion for considering
use of this facility to reduce aircraft
weight. Having planned our maximum
GWT single—engine and Vs properly,
we will be aware of being above or be-
low Vs if an engine fails and how much
we may increase performance/decrease
weight by jettisoning our wing stores.

Continuing to use our conditions from
above, in an aircraft carrying eight mis-
siles and two empty rocket pods, using
the jettison will lighten the aircraft by
about 1,255 1bs; thereby reducing the
power requirement at original Vs by 13
percent (single—engine) and further re-
ducing Vs itself by about 7 KTAS (us-
ing torque from the 2.5-minute limit
chart). The increase in performance
available and decrease of performance
required as a result of reduced GWT
in the above situation is obvious and
serves to illustrate why wing stores jet-
tison should always be a consideration
following an engine failure.

Having said this, just because wing
stores are jettisoned will not, in some
critical situations, automatically permit
the aircraft to fly away. There are many
conditions in which loss of an engine is
absolutely decisive, and no matter what
a pilot does, continued flight will just
not be possible. However, being pre-
pared; being cognizant of the planning
information; and being situationally
aware during an engine failure will en-
able the professional pilot to make a
timely assessment and decision that may
save the crew’s lives and possibly the
aircraft.

Consider now the situation of operat-
ing at the National Training Center in
summer, when pressure altitude (PA) is
commonly 4,000 feet and temperatures
are 30 degrees celsius. We have a
17,000-1b aircraft with 2,000 lbs of
jettisonable wing stores. Maximum
torque, single—engine is 102 percent
(2.5-minute limit).

This means that, upon departure, Vs
will be 40 KIAS/56 KTAS while maxi-
mum allowable GWT (single—engine)
will be 18,100 lbs. The higher than av-
erage Vs may elicit comment from a
planning crew, but further inspection
may reveal cautionary information.

Bearing in mind that Vs was calcu-
lated from the 2.5-minute chart, we

should be aware that, in the event of an
engine failing, not only is Vs relatively
high, but the power required to main-
tain sustained flight may only be used
for 2.5 minutes (contingency) if we wish
to avoid damaging or destroying our re-
maining good engine.

Perhaps, under these conditions, we
should calculate our maximum allow-
able gross weight (single—engine) from
our 30—minute chart? Doing so reveals
that, to remain within operating limits,
our continuous torque available is now
92 percent, making Vs 62 KIAS/77
KTAS and our maximum allowable
GWT (single—engine) only 16,700 Ibs.

Assume conditions as above with our
aircraft loaded to 17,000 lbs, and an
engine failing during forward flight and
at an airspeed above Vs. This aircraft
could fly quite safely without jettison-
ing wing stores but only for 2.5 minutes
because its contingency power would be
required to remain airborne.

If flight for longer were necessary,
weight must be reduced by a minimum
of 300 Ibs, reducing the power require-
ment sufficiently to be within continu-
ous torque limits. Perhaps, in this case,
having 2 1/2 minutes to choose time and
place, a pilot might selectively jettison
wing stores (bear in mind center of
gravity (CG), especially if auxiliary
tanks are full) or could elect to jettison
all stores simultaneously.

It should now be obvious from the
above that, when preparing a PPC,
maximum allowable gross weight
(single—engine) should be calculated us-
ing the 30—minute limit chart. If any cal-
culation results in a figure of less than
17,650 1bs or the actual aircraft weight,
single-engine GWTs and Vs’s should be
calculated using both 30— and 2.5-
minute limit charts to ensure crews are
fully aware of their single-engine con-
siderations.

Remembering the practice of simu-
lated single—engine failures while hov-
ering out of ground effect (OGE), it may
be recalled that, even under controlled
conditions with the pilot expecting to
lose an engine, altitude lost in achiev-
ing Vs can be considerable.

On good days, heading into wind with
a relatively light aircraft, altitude lost
to gain 32 KTAS may be about 100 feet
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while, with an adverse wind, a heavy
aircraft and a slightly slow procedure,
altitude lost can be as much as 300 feet.

The lesson here is that, unless we
hover in our battle positions (BPs) at
300 feet, we shall invariably be required
to do something other than a standard
fly—away drill in the event of a power
failure.

Using the Apache’s design features

If continued flight is not possible fol-
lowing a single—engine failure, we
should be aware of the Apache’s out-
standing crash survivability record and
use the design features incorporated in
the aircraft that can save our lives and
minimize damage to our airframe. Wing
stores jettison should always be consid-
ered and drooping main rotor speed (Nr)
to the low normal range may also be fea-
sible while seeking a suitable place to
land. However, the primary aim must
be to ensure the aircraft contacts the
surface in a level attitude, thereby en-
abling the gear and seats to “stroke” and
absorb any excessive vertical accelera-
tions.

Knowledge of Vs, maximum allow-
able GWT (single—engine), and situ-
ational awareness through prior plan-
ning will ensure that, should a crew ever
face a low-speed or low-altitude power
problem, the decision of what must be
done has already been planned for be-
fore the decision being required.

Crew coordination and planning

Crew coordination is used in the pro-
cess of planning responses to a power
failure, not just during pre—flight, but
also during the mission itself. Takeoff,
landing, and low-level and hovering
flight are all situations in which the
crewmember not on the controls
(workload permitting) can assist the fly-
ing pilot in situational awareness. Dur-
ing takeoff, crews should be aware of
“Vs” as the aircraft accelerates above
that value. During an approach to a
hover or landing, they should likewise
be aware of being “committed” to land
and/or jettison stores in the event of a
power failure when speed is reduced be-
low Vs.

For those units equipped with 701C-
engined aircraft, the situation is further
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complicated by having intermediate and
maximum power available besides that
of contingency; however, the planning
process is the same as for 701s. Having
more installed power available means
the marginal conditions may be encoun-
tered 1ess frequently; however, in low-
speed, low—altitude flight below Vs,
considerations will be identical.

Conclusion

In conclusion, several statements may
be made as follows:

. Single—engine maximum allowable
gross weight and Vs should be planned
and briefed for departure, cruise, arrival,
and any intermediate conditions. (They
may vary enormously.)

. Aways calculate maximum allowable
GWT (single—engine) using torque in-
terpolated from the 30-minute limit chart
(701 or 701 C engine). If this figure is
greater than actual or planned aircraft
weight, no further GWT calculations are
required. Whenever this calculation re-
sults in a figure less than actual or

planned aircraft weight, torque values
should be calculated from both the 30—
minute and 2.5-minute limit charts and
GWTs calculated accordingly.

. Vs should always be calculated us-
ing torque interpolated from the 2.5—
minute limit chart (701 and 701 C en-
gines); however, if GWT is a limiting
factor or if flight on one engine may be
required over any extended period; Vs
should be calculated using torque fig-
ures from both 30-minute and 2.5-
minute limit charts. This is true when
flying in an environment in which nor-
mal landing is impossible. e.g. recov-
ering from cross—FLOT operations or
flying over the sea.

The decision to jettison stores
should not be an automatic reaction to
a power failure at low speed/low alti-
tude, but its consideration should be
planned using the PPC and briefed be-
fore flight. Always be aware of power
requirement, power available, and
power being used; e.g., maximum
single—engine torque available (contin-

gency) 118 percent. Therefore, in level,
low—speed flight, dual-engine torque
values of less than 59 percent indicate
that your aircraft is below Vs.

. Aircrew coordination techniques
should be considered to enhance a
crew's awareness of Vs during all take-
offs, landings, and low—speed/low—al-
titude maneuvering.

. Minimize time spent in environ-
ments in which loss of an engine is de-
cisive.

. In certain environmental conditions,
depending upon an aircraft’s configu-
ration and weight, single—engine flight
will just not be possible. In such circum-
stances make sure, by carrying out cor-
rect planning, you are aware of it.

. During low speed or hovering flight,
always maintain an awareness of wind
strength and direction.

. Planning, briefing, and flying with
single—engine performance awareness
will enhance the safety of every flight,
no matter how routine.

Pilots should always be aware of the Apache's outstanding crash survivability record and use the
design features incorporated in the aircraft that can save their lives.
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COMMANDER'S QUARTERLY SAFETY REPORT

CW3 Ronald B. Ritter Jr
Squadron Safety Officer
6th Squadron, 6th Cavalry
11th Aviation Brigade

The 6th Squadron designed and implemented the use of this report as a management technique to
assist and monitor an effective safety program.

As a squadron safety officer, I am
often asked how I—

. Plan the safety program in a
manner that focuses on the priority
issues at hand.

. Ensure the many safety classes
and councils are properly scheduled
and conducted.

. Ensure safety awards, hazard
reports, safety surveys, and safety
statistics are managed effectively,
while ensuring compliance with dif-
ferent regulations.

The only answer I have is plan,
plan, and plan some more. 1 real-
ize that many times “Flexibility is
key.” However, the better the plan
is and the further out it projects, the
easier it is to be flexible when
changes occur. Recurring safety pro-
grams and issues should be planned
about a fiscal year in advance. De-
tails should be finalized at least a
fiscal quarter out.

Many times safety managers are
overwhelmed with all the require-
ments they must complete. A con-
siderable number of recurring
events and issues must be managed
to ensure an effective safety pro-
gram. These recurring events and
issues do not even consider that the
safety problems arise on a day—to—
day basis. Neither commanders, nor
safety officers, can do it all.

These are the reasons the 6th
Squadron, 6th Cavalry, 11th Avia-
tion Brigade, developed and imple-

mented a “Commander’s Quarterly
Safety Report.” Four purposes of
this quarterly report are—

. Identify what we have accom-
plished in the previous quarter, and
whether or not we have met our
safety objectives and goals. (The
report also identifies any hazards or
shortcomings we may have, and pro-
vides a method to track those is-
sues.)

. Help us plan the future quarter.
(The report activates the decision-
making and planning thought pro-
cesses. When implemented with a
year plan, it simplifies and reduces
conflicts between safety events and
the unit training schedule.)

. Act as a “mentoring” tool for
inexperienced safety personnel. (By
encouraging them to compile safety
statistics, analyze previous quarters
accomplishments, and conduct
short— and long—term planning, they
should be operationally effective
when assigned at the squadron or
brigade levels.)

. Provide commanders at each unit
level with a “snapshot  picture” of
their safety programs. (This infor-
mation could be useful when avail-
able during “command and staff”
meetings, or any other meetings
when safety may be discussed.)

The format we adopted is very
simple to complete when automated,
and seldom takes more than 1 hour
to complete (Apprendix A). The

U.S. Army Aviation Digest May/June 1994

benefits are tremendous. We task
each troop safety officer to complete
and forward the report to the squad-
ron safety officer within 5 working
days after the end of each fiscal
quarter. I then compile all the infor-
mation for the squadron commander
within 10 working days after the end
of the fiscal quarter.

The actual content of the informa-
tion we use could be varied depend-
ing on the type of unit it will serve.
If your unit wishes to implement a
program like this, feel free to modify
it to your needs. Remember, it is a
management tool that helps make
the safety program more productive
by focusing on the priority areas
through effective planning.

Items 1 though 7 are self—explana-
tory. They help determine the train-
ing and resource requirements
needed to maintain an effective and
efficient safety program.

Items 8 and 9 are aviation and
ground safety statistics. This is im-
portant for trend analysis. Our gen-
eral consensus was that this infor-
mation was needed quarterly. The
accident rates were computed using
the formulas outlined in AR 385-
40. Although the statistics may not
be as accurate or meaningful as
those provided by the U.S Army
Safety Center, which has the Army's
statistical base, we found them use-
ful for the purposes of the 6th
Squadron.
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APPENDIX A - (COMMANDER’S QUAR-
TERLY SAFETY REPORT) to ANNEX 18 -
(RECURRING SAFETY REPORTS) to 6th
Squadron, 6th Cavalry, Safety SOP

MEMORANDUM FOR: COMMANDER, 6th
Squadron, 6th Cavalry

QUARTER/YEAR OF REPORT: 2d QTR,
FY%

1. Safety Meetings/Training:
a. Dates and topics of safety meetings or train-
ing conducted during the quarter:
8Jan Accident Reporting/Pre-Accident Plan
15 Jan Aircrew Communications/ALSE/FOD
5 Feb Workload Performance/Ramp Parking
26 Feb Hearing Conservation/FOD Prevention
Risk Assessment Worksheets/HIRTA
5 Mar Terrain Flight Hazards/POL Safety
25 Mar POL Safety/Hazardous Materials
Field Safety/Safety Statistics
b. Dates/topics of next quarter’s safety meetings/
training events:
23 Apr ATC Operations/Available Resources
28 May Heat Stress/Situational Awareness
Hot Wax Injury Prevention/Water Safety
7-9 Jun Squadron Drownproofing
11 Jun Summer Flight Operations
25 Jun Brigade Safety Day

2. Squadron Safety Councils:

a. Date of last Aviation Safety Council: 8 Feb
94
b. Date of last Aviation Safety Council: 8 Apr
94
c. Date of last Enlisted Safety Council: 5 Mar

94
d. Date of next Enlisted Safety Council: 21 Apr
94

3. Hazard Inventory Logs: QTR FY

a. Hazard Inventory Logs incomplete: 2 2
b. Inventory Logs completed: 0 0
c. Hazard Inventory Logs total: 2 2

d. Identified Hazards with a Risk Assessment
Code (RAC) of 1 or 2
94-2 I11/V POL Storage Facilities
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4. Hazard Reports (OHRs, DA Form 4755s):

QTR FY
a. Total Hazard Reports: 2 6
b. Date of last Hazard Report: 15 Mar 94
c. Topic of last Hazard Report: Flares fired at
aircraft.

5. Safety Inspections:

a. Date and areas inspected during the quarter:

11 Feb 94 V CORPS AORSE Inspection

1-12 Mar 94 Semiannual Safety Survey

b. Scheduled dates and areas to be inspected

next quarter:

19-23 Apr 94 DES Inspection

6. Safety Trained Personnel:

a. Number of safety trained officers: 6

b. Number of safety trained NCOs: 4

c. Identify unit’s safety shortage, if applicable:
Squadron is short safety NCOs with the A2
identifier.

7. Remarks, Comments, Safety Concerns:
The Squadron received a "Commendable"
overall rating during the V CORPS AORS
inspection.

8. Aviation Safety Statistics:

MISHAPS
CLASS FREQUENCY RATE*
A 0 0
B 0 0
C 0 0
D 1 100
E 7 697
CAUSES
CAUSES FREQUENCY PERCENTILE
Human Error 1 12.5
Material Failure 7 87.5
Environmental Factors 0 0.0

Quarterly AH-64 Flight Time Flown @:
516 Hrs
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Quarterly OH-58 Flight Time Flown @:
407 Hrs

Quarterly UH-60 Flight Time Flown @:
81 Hrs

Total Quarterly Flight Time Flown @:
1004 Hrs

Total FY Flight Time, To Date: 2,278 Hrs
Total Quarterly Accident Costs: $2,150.00
Total FY Accident Costs, To Date:  $3,400.00

Date of last Aviation Class A, B, or C Mishap:
16 Mar 93

Units Total Accident Free Flight Time:
4,758 Hrs

NOTES:
* RATE = (100,000 hours x Mishaps)/Hours
Flown.

@ Flight Time will be obtained from the DA
Form 1352, ending the 15th of each month.

9. Ground Safety Statistics:

GENERAL MISHAPS

CLASS FREQUENCY RATE 1

A 0 0

B 0 0

C 1 92

D 2 183

AMV MISHAPS

CLASS FREQUENCY RATE 2

A 0 0

B 0 0

C 0 0

D 0 0
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CAUSES
CAUSE FREQUENCY PERCENTILE
Human Error 3 100
Material Failures 0 0
Environmental Factors 0 0

Quarterly total number of lost workdays
because of injuries: 17

FY total number of lost workdays because of
injuries: 17

Quarterly Total Accident Costs:  $2,040.00

FY Total Accident Costs, To Date: $2,540.00

Date of last Ground Class A, B, or C Mishap:
5 Aug 93

Total Number of Accident Free Days:
51 though 31 Mar 94

NOTES:
RATE 1 = (200,000 hours x Mishaps) /2,184
manhours.

RATE 2 = (1,000,000 miles x Mishaps)/miles
driven.*

* 3,000 miles for Troop

* 15,000 miles for Squadron

Summary

I have found the use of this “Commander’s Quarterly
Safety Report” to be very useful for the planning and
implementation of an effective and efficient safety pro-
gram. If [ have not sold you on this concept as a man-
agement tool, at least consider it.

During recent V CORPS and Directorate of Evalua-
tion and Standardization safety inspections, the use of
this report was noted as a “Commendable” idea and
technique. It can help to build credibility for your safety
program!

I would certainly appreciate hearing comments on
this report from safety officers. Feel free to contact me;
my address and phone number are CW3 Ron Ritter,
HHT, 6th Squadron, 6th Cavalry, CMR 416, Box 425,
APO AE 09140-5000; DSN 467-4410.
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BDATTLE SAFCYTY

CW4 Dennis E. Dura

Headquarters and Headquarters Detachment, 1/137th Aviation Battalion (AVIM)

r. I Y he battle lines are drawn. The
enemy is maneuvering for the
attack. Our gunships are ready

to engage and destroy the enemy’s

advancing elements. Safety is the last
thing a gunship or scout pilot should
have on his mind—or is it?

Safety attitudes and concepts
never should hinder the ac-
complishment of the mission. They
should enhance the chances of
success. If we ignore safety and
attempt to successfully overcome the
enemy, we will either lose or win
at a cost that may have unpleasant
results in later battles. Flying safely
during battle may' sound like a
contradiction in terms, but it will
maximize the survival of our assets
that can be used again and again.

Ohio National Guard
Columbus, Ohio

Combat safety can encompass
many aspects of an operation. The
three majorareas of concern for Army
Aviation are operation of the aircraft,
the crew’s actions, and the
commander’s actions. If we violate
the safety principles involved in any
one of these three, we may not be
around to fight another day.

Figure 1 shows three possible
regions of operation for the aircraft.
Because of ignorance or panic, if a
pilotattempts to operate an aircraftin
the firstregionof figure 1, anaccident
will occur. By exceeding some
physical limitation or violating some
basic law of physics, the aircraft will
be brought down—notbytheenemy,
but by the failure of some physical
component. This kind of loss gives

the unit a self-inflicted handicap in
the face of danger and depletes its
combat effectiveness.

Operating in the second region of
figure 1 is operating on the edge with
no reserve. An accident could
happen if there is a weak com-
ponent; however, the pilot may
find it necessary to operate in this
region to maximize his combat flight
techniques during battle. A good
maintenance program is essential and
pilots should neverabuse theiraircraft
during training. When necessary, we
expect our aircraft to perform as
advertised.

The third region of figure 1 is the
normal operating region of the
aircraft. Operating the aircraft within
its normal parameters drastically

Region 1. Violating laws
or operating above the
physical limits of the
aircraft

Region 2. Operating at the
limits—no room for error

Region 3. Operating
within all normal aircraft
limits

Figure 1. Aircraft regions of operation
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or attempting to fly
beyond skill level

Region 1. Erratic behavior

Region 2. Operating at
training proficiency limits

Region 3. Operating
within skill limits

reduces the possibility of an
accident.

Figure 2 addresses the crew. We
throw many fancy words and
phrases around like “situational
awareness, cockpitmanagement, crew
coordination,” etc., but do we
seriously take them to heart? If not,
the crew could easily find themselves
operating in region 1 of figure 2.
When fear or excitement causes the
adrenalin to flow, we will respond
like we have been trained. Usually
there is no time for a reasonable
discussion of possible solutions to a
threat. If we attempt to exceed our
skill level with a panic maneuver or
respond with erratic behavior, an
accident will occur. You will be
defeated by the ground, a tree, or
some structure, and the enemy will
have gained without ever firing a
shot.

On the other hand, in the heat of
battle, the aviator could choose to
operate in region 2 of figure 2. You
may have to operate at the cutting
edge of your training. Pull out all the
stops and engage the enemy at the

Figure 2. Crew choices

limits of man and machine. In this
region, because there isno margin for
error, an accident is possible, but not
likely, for a combat-ready crew.

The third region of figure 2 is
operating well within your proficiency
limits. It is the “no sweat,” or “like a
piece of cake” region that is not
demanding anything out of the
ordinary. The possibility of an
accident is remote.

Figure 3 concems the commander’s
actions during battle. Region 1
concerns the commander who
becomes overwhelmed by events or
acts beyond the principles of good
leadership. The commander who acts
irresponsibly when other courses of
action are available causes an
accident. Notknowing the capability
of his soldiers, not understanding the
effects of weather, and not having a
tactical insight into the battle will
channelize his assets into an accident
scenario.

Region 2 of figure 3 involves
tactical maneuvering during a battle
that may not conform to classical or
present day principles. The

commanderdevises and issues battle
orders based on sound judgment, good
intelligence, and an understanding of
tactical principlesthat canbeextended
or adjusted to fit the circumstances.
This type of operation brings out the
bestofhis troops; however, ifeveryone
doesnot perform his part, anaccident
can happen.

The third region of figure 3
would be operating according to well—
established tactical principles. There
would be no accident because of
unfamiliar tactical maneuvering.

In summary, operating in the first
region of each figure not only
generates accidents, but it reduces
the possibility of asuccessful outcome
of any battle. Operating in the second
region of each figure will probably be
necessary at some time during a
conflict. This is why we train and
maintain a high level of proficiency.
There is nothing wrong operating at
the limits when necessary, as long
as we are aware of what we are
doing. After all, we are the best
combat helicopter aviators in the
world!

Region 1. Erratic
behavior, ignoring
established principles,
taking a chance based on
panic or ignorance

Region 2. Extrapolating
into new tactical action
based on sound judgment
and knowledge

Region 3. Operating well
within established tactical
scenarios

Figure 3. Commander's actions

U.S. Army Aviation Digest May/June 1994
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COMBAT STRECSS—

I7 CAN 54VE€ YOIP LIFC OP
I7 CAN KILL YOO

Captain Michael D. Miller

Headquarters and Headquarters Company

early 13 years ago as a
young chief warrant of
ficer (CWO), I witnessed for

the first time the effects stress could have
on an aviator.

Situation -

On a beautiful, spring moming, I was
flying trail in a flight of five Hueys over
the Nisqually river at Ft. Lewis, Wash.
My attention was drifting between the
American Indians netting salmon on the
milky river below and the aircraft to my
front. Suddenly, I witnessed two large
puffs of smoke come from chalk four.
Compressor stall! Just as I was about to
make the call, the copilot of chalk four
came up on the net in a most peculiar
voice.

In what can only be described as a
high—pitched, Elmer Fud tone of voice,
he exclaimed, “Weeeee goinggg down
now, weeee going down now!” If not for
the seriousness of the situation, I would
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Hawaii

have surely busted out laughing. The co-
pilot was a burly 200—pound ex—jock
with a voice to match.

The pilot did manage to nurse the air-
craft to a safe landing zone (LZ) between
the tall stands of Douglas Fir to Point
De Hoc. Then his burly copilot threw
up on him. I’'m sure to this day that pilot
still has vivid memories of his first en-
counter with a severe case of acute stress.
I had the unfortunate misfortune of ex-
periencing that very same occurrence
with an initial entry student of mine sev-
eral years later.

Definition of Stress

Stress is the body’s response to a de-
mand (stressor). Stressors are events or
situations that require change, create in-
ternal emotional conflict, or pose a threat.

Stress is often thought of as a “destruc-
tive force that harms performance”; how-
ever, stress at times can be beneficial to
increased performance. There are times

when our biological reaction to stress
heightens our senses and reaction time....

I experienced this reaction as a young
teen riding a street bike with my father
out across a high desert highway in Ne-
vada.

As we were flying down the road be-
tween 60 and 70 miles per hour, a couple
of coyotes ran in front of the cars directly
to our front. The cars braked, which left
us with two choices: hit the back of a car
or ride the bike. My dad quickly decided
to throw the bike down and ride it. The
amazing thing is while our minds raced,
the events appeared to slow. It appeared
to take an eternity to throw the bike down
and to climb on top of it although in re-
ality it occurred in a very short time. Both
my father and I remember seeing the
headlight hit and the glass break away
in individual pieces and tinkle down the
road in slow motion. Simultaneously, I
remember my Dad pulling me further
atop the bike to avoid more injuries.
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I've experienced this effect on several
instances since then, and one was a re-
sult of combat stressors.

Definition of Combat Stress

Combat stress is the mental and physi-
cal process within the individual soldier
of reacting to, and dealing with, combat
stressors. Stress depends very much on
the individual’s appraisal of the stress
and its context.

Situation

As a first lieutenant assigned to a spe-
cial operations unit during Desert Storm,
I was designated flight leader on a mis-
sion to infiltrate special forces opera-
tional detachment ALPHA teams (A—
Teams) deep into Iraq. To avoid threat
detection by both radar and visual means
meant the mission had to be flown at
night; it also would have to be flown at
very low altitudes, no higher than 20 feet
above ground level (AGL).

Despite unexpected sand storms, mul-
tiple LZs, and a flickering main trans-
mission chip light acquired 200 miles
into Iraq, we executed both infils to the
160th standard of plus or minus 30 sec-
onds! It was on our way back to Saudi
Arabia that things got a little more in-
teresting.

We still had the intermittent chip light
that had since turned to steady since de-
parting the second LZ. When out of no
where.... Wham! We were hit hard, not
by enemy fire, amazingly, but by a huge
B-I-R-D. I was flying from the left seat;
hence, I wasn’t about to let some big,
ugly bird come through my windscreen.
Instead, I maneuvered just in time to let
it crash into my stick buddy (CW3 Chris
Durkins). Crack!

Besides the chip light and the crack in
the windscreen, we began to lose what
moon illumination we did have. The
moon began to set low on the horizon. I
thought things had to get better, but they
didn’t. We had received an enemy situa-
tion update over satellite communication
warning of a possible ZSU 234 along
our route, which our proximity warning
indicator (AN/APR-39) confirmed.

Our lead navigator, CW3 Durkin, al-
tered our course to the east to avoid the
known threat. Then chalk two (Lady
Godiva) came up on the net with a re-
port of its own chip light. I was just about
to experience another adrenaline rush.

Just as we crested, a small dune with
chalk two in tow, my heart jumped. Ar-
mor! A dozen or so of the worst kind
were all around us on adjoining
ridgelines. My mind and body reacted
to the jolt of adrenaline and I increased
speed to 147 knots at altitudes as low as
5 feet AGL, zig-zagging to avoid fire.

Somehow my chalk two, piloted by
CW4 Crisafulli and CW3 Randy
Stephens, managed to stick with me.
Again my mind and body raced and I
could see things more clearly and react
to them. I could pick out enemy vehicles
while avoiding rocks and boulders,
barely 5 feet below me on the desert floor.
I could read nearly every cockpit indica-
tion while cross-referencing the for-
ward-looking infrared, and analyzing
the AN/APR-39. Soon we cleared the
area and were on our way home.

At debrief, CW4 Crisafulli exclaimed
we had received some overhead fire but
well to the rear of our position. The in-
duced adrenaline rush had saved my life
again!

Our mission was a success because of
“command emphasis” on a realistic
training program, detailed mission plan-
ning, crew selection, and the right equip-
ment. I would further add that our posi-
tive reaction to stress played a small part
in it as well. Within 8 hours of complet-
ing this mission, we were called on an
emergency extraction of another “A-
Team” under fire....

Situation

On crank, smoke belched from our en-
gine, and chalk two had to execute the mis-
sion alone. Operating on pure adrenaline,
CW4 Crisafulli and CW3 Stephens ex-
ecuted a remarkable solo rescue.

Sources of Combat Stress
We know all too well; however, how un-
checked stress can be detrimental, espe-
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cially during war or in a combat situ-
ation.

Sources of combat stress are individual,
organizational (unit), and battlefield as
follows:

W Individual. People tend to bring all
their baggage from home to work. Fam-
ily, marital, or money problems tend to
distract the soldier from his or her as-
signed task as well as provide additional
source for personal stress.

B Organizational. Organizational
stress occurs in situations within the unit.
“Unclear chain of command, ineffective
communications, and lack of unit cohe-
sion” are, in my opinion, the greatest
stressors within the unit.

M Battlefield. Contributors to battle-
field stress can be the direct result of con-
ditions specific to the battlefield or
stressors we in Army aviation face in
our normal environment.

Battlefield Stressors
A laundry list of battlefield stressors
includes but is not limited to—
HPossibility of death
EContinuous operations
ELow-light levels
HFear of the unknown
BUncertainty or lack of information
HLack of control over the environment
MEnemy fire
WSleep loss
EMental and physical fatigue
BInterrupted day and night rhythms
W Adverse weather
EWDeath or injury of family members,
comrades, and leaders
WHorrible sights and experiences

Detecting Stress

As leaders, officers and noncommis-
sioned officers need to act as role mod-
els to prevent stress. We need to keep
our communication channels open and
look out for the soldier’s welfare. As
leaders, we need to communicate person-
ally with our soldiers so that we are able to
detect unusual signs of stress. If we do not
know our soldier’s normal demeanor or
personality before a conflict, how will we
know if he or she is experiencing stress?
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THEC CFFCCTS OF
FAMILY STRESS

ON MILITARY AVIAFOP
FLIGHTY POTY
PEPFOPMANCE

T he purpose of this article is

to educate military avia-
; tors and commanders con-
cerning the effects of family stress on
flying duty performance. The sources
used are aviation psychologists and
flight surgeons. Awareness of poor
stress—coping signs and symptoms
should place the aviation community
in a better position to avoid aircraft acci-
dents.

Family stress occurring in the mili-
tary aviator’s home can lead to loss of
pilot situational awareness and a fatal
aircraft accident. The unique person-
ality of the aviator allows for excellent
28
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Apache Helicopter Platoon Leader

B Company, 3-227th Aviation
APO AE

stress coping in the cockpit, but can
lead to family stress. When a pilot no
longer can cope with stress, adverse
reactions result. Family stress can have
an adverse effect on military aviator
flight duty performance and can lead
to accidents. Case studies have shown
that family problems of a severe enough
nature can lead to tension headaches,
preoccupation, alcohol misuse, air sick-
ness, depression, task overload, and
loss of situational awareness (Senechal,
Traweek, 1988).

Much previous research has been ac-
complished in the areas of life stress
and stress coping. Fortunately, most

military aviators are capable of coping
with family stress. Military pilots are
known for maintaining control even
under the most adverse conditions
(Dully, 1986). Unfortunately, the fact
that pilots are very good controllers
may be a direct cause of family stress
in the home (Bentley, 1986). Alkov,
Borowsky, and Gainer (1982, 1985)
have concluded that military aviators hav-
ing difficulty coping with stress are most
likely to “act out” aggression toward other
people or inanimate objects. Such aviators
are prime candidates for aircraft mishaps.

Family stress as referred to in this
article occurs as a result of problems
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in the aviator's immediate family, i.e.,
arguments, financial problems, health
problems, and difficulty with children.
By understanding the aviator person-
ality, effects of family stress, and signs
and symptoms of inadequate stress cop-
ing, commanders and pilots can decide
whether continued performance of
flight duties is in the best interest of
safety.

The Aviator Personality

Military aviation by nature is stress-
ful. Long, irregular work hours; forma-
tion and night flying; high—speed ter-
rain flight; complex aircraft systems;
demanding mission constraints; un-
comfortable field duty; and the constant
risk of immediate emergency or death
place unique demands on the pilot.

Military aviators, however, are rec-
ognized as high—stress copers and pos-
sibly even stress seekers (Alkov et al.,
1985). The ability to handle high stress
is a result of some basic generalizations
in the military aviator personality.

Dully (1986) discusses four attributes
that allow aviators to cope with stress
in the cockpit—

WFirst, military aviators are control-
lers or seek to maintain control of their
environment.

ESecond, military aviators keep emo-
tional distance from persons who tend
to threaten their sense of control.

WThird, pilots are mission—oriented
compartmentalizers who are not easily
distracted from the task at hand.

EFourth, military aviators are sys-
tematic and methodical and do not like
surprises.

All these attributes keep the aviator
mind on the mission and block out any
extraneous Stressors.

Bentley (1986) goes on to say that most
aviators are of the Type A personality. This
type of person tends to be obsessive-com-
pulsive, highly motivated, achievement—
oriented, and self-confident. Once again
the aviator personality is well suited to
handle the skill and discipline required to
operate a multimillion dollar aircraft even
in the face of death.

Although the general aviator person-
ality is highly effective in the cockpit,
the same personality often does not
work well in the home. Dully (1986)
places the control attribute at the root
of family problems. For the aviator,
control and feelings can’t exist on the
job at the same time. Unfortunately, the
military pilot may use the same phi-
losophy at home. When control is lost
in the home, controllers tend to run
away from family friction, making the
situation worse.

The Type A personality, according
to Bentley (1986), also causes prob-
lems in the home. An achievement—
oriented, motivated, obsessive-compul-
sive aviator tends to create a more rigid
and demanding environment in the
home than those in the general popu-
lation. The pilot may become frustrated
upon discovering control of human be-
ings is much less responsive than the
mechanical flight controls of the air-
craft.

The Effects of Family Stress

Most pilots are capable of coping with
family stress and keeping it out of the
cockpit. A stressful situation in the
home triggers defense mechanisms in
the pilot’s ego. Leimann—Patt (1988)
defines defense mechanisms as opera-
tive resources used either consciously
or subconsciously to maintain
biopsychological integrity and
psychosocial integration. Normal de-
fense mechanisms are denial of a po-
tentially dangerous fact, such as death;
repression, or suppression, of inner
drives or outer reality; and rationaliza-
tion. These normal defense mecha-
nisms assist in counteracting anxiety
caused by stressful situations.

In 1985, Alkov et al. stated that “since
the amount of stress encountered by
aviators varies considerably over time
and between individuals, the really
important difference is in their ability
to cope.” A personal interview with K.
B. Hodges (5 March 1992) related in-
dividual stress—coping ability to a psy-
chic energy model. In this model, each
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aviator maintains a balance of mental
energy distributed among commitments
such as personal welfare, family life,
work, and flying. As long as the bal-
ance is maintained, the aviator can ef-
fectively cope with stress. However, if
a particular commitment requires more
mental energy than the allotted amount,
that energy is taken away from other
commitments. For example, if an un-
usually large family argument occurs
in the aviator’s home, it may require
an unusually large amount of mental
energy to cope with the stress. The ex-
tra mental energy used may subtract
from the mental energy required to per-
form aviator flight duties.

When the normal defense mecha-
nisms fail and the military aviator no
longer can cope with family stress,
several things may happen. At this
point there has been a threat to the
basic aviator personality. The pilot
can no longer compartmentalize,
maintain control, or keep emotional
distance from the problems at home.
As this comes as a surprise to the
aviator, it is difficult to maintain a
systematic and methodical approach
(Dully, 1986). Pilot errors may result
as less mental energy is dedicated to
flying duties.

Other effects caused by family stress
can compound an already dangerous
situation. Lack of sleep, self-medica-
tion, poor eating, and increased use of
alcohol are common reactions to an
unusually high level of stress within
one’s personal family life (K. B.
Hodges, personal communication, 5
March 1988). These self-imposed
stresses are well known among mili-
tary aviators.

Specific effects of family stress on
aviator flying duty performance can
be found in Senechal and Traweek
(1988). Actual case reports have
demonstrated effects such as anxiety,
distraction, preoccupation, air sick-
ness, severe tension headaches, loss
of situational awareness, failed flight
evaluations, poor self-image, depres-
sion, and task saturation.
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The most dangerous type of reaction
to inadequate family stress coping is
displayed by the aviator who “acts out
aggression” toward other people or in-
animate objects in an effort to regain
control (Alkov et al., 1982). An avia-
tor acting out aggression will have
chronic interpersonal problems with
other crewmembers and is more likely
to take unusual risks in the operation
of the aircraft. This type of pilot is a
prime candidate for an aviation mishap.

Monitoring the Effects of Family Stress
It is extremely important for aviation
leaders to monitor the well being of
their pilots. A pilot having difficulty
coping with family stress will display
some basic signs and characteristics
that the commander should not let go
without notice. Alkov etal. (1982) lists
several characteristics of aviators who
were found at fault in aircraft accidents.
These include marital problems, imma-
turity and instability, recent engage-
ments to be married, unprofessionalism,
difficulty with interpersonal relation-
ships, trouble with superiors, disciplin-
ary action, slow assessment of poten-
tially troublesome situations, and recent
trouble with peers. Commanders
should watch specifically for a combi-
nation of these factors as they yield the
potential for an aircraft accident.

Not only should commanders be alert
for poor stress—coping signs, but so
should the individual aviator and fel-
low aviators. Aviators should notice
waming signs such as fatigue, frequent
headaches, difficulty getting along with
others, irritability, difficulty concentrat-
ing, heavy drinking, and recklessness
(Picano, 1986). The bottom line is for
individual aviators and leaders to evalu-
ate their mental condition and the con-
dition of fellow crewmembers before par-
ticipating in flight duties. This is espe-
cially important when the pilot is expe-
riencing family problems in the home.

Cures for Poor Family Stress Coping
An aviator who exhibits several of the
signs and characteristics of a poor stress
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coper or who “acts out aggression” has
been termed a failing aviator. This term
is widely used in the acromedical com-
munity as a pilot on the verge of an
accident. The failing aviator should be
restricted from flight duty by his com-
mander and encouraged to receive
counseling to resolve any problems.
Senechal and Traweek (1988) list sev-
eral case studies in which aviators who
were victims of poor stress coping were
returned to normal flight duties after
minimal evaluation and therapy.

In addition, Picano (1986) lists sev-
eral things that all aviators can do to
enhance their stress—coping abilities:
set realistic and attainable long-term
goals, exercise regularly and eat prop-
erly, avoid self-imposed stresses, take
time off and leamn to relax, and take time
to identify the major sources of stress and
take action to deal with them. Com-
manders too can assist in preventing
family stress by educating both avia-
tors and their spouses on the aviator
personality and the affects of family
stress on aviator performance. (Karlins,
Koh, and McCully, 1989). Utilizing the
flight surgeon or aviation psychology
expert to educate the aviation commu-
nity will ensure a safer, less stressful
environment for everyone (Senechal
and Traweek, 1988).

Conclusions

Problems and conflict in the aviator’s
home can cause stress. Every pilot has
the ability to cope with stress by nature
of the basic aviator personality and by
the use of defense mechanisms. How-
ever, the basic aviator personality is
conducive to creating stressful situa-
tions in the family. As the level of fam-
ily stress reaches a level to which the
pilot can no longer cope, adverse ef-
fects may result causing reduced fly-
ing duty performance.

Military aviators having difficulty
coping with stress may worsen the
situation by the use of alcohol and
other self-imposed stresses. The
worst case scenario is the “failing
aviator” who acts out aggression and

takes unnecessary risks leading to ac-
cidents.

It is important for aviation command-
ers to monitor the stress—coping abili-
ties of their pilots and take action when
a dangerous situation results. Restric-
tion or grounding from flying duties to
allow time for problem solving and
therapy will restore the aviator to a safe
flying status.

A program on family stress by an avia-
tion psychology professional will educate
pilots and spouses on the factors that may
lead to poor stress coping and the possi-
bility of an aircraft mishap. If all mem-
bers of the aviation community and their
families are aware of the signs, symp-
toms, and effects of family stress, the
“failing aviator syndrome” can be
avoided.
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HUMAN CRROR:
ATTITODG IS N® ACCIPENT

cently I had knowledge that

would be helpful to a flight
evaluation board (FEB) being held
at a post near my home. Army
aviators know an FEB usually is
held to determine the fitness of an
aviator to wear his wings. An FEB
usually results in some administra-
tive action, generally of an un-
pleasant nature, although that is
not always the case. Anyway, I
was surprised.

I was notified by telephone re—

CW4 (Retired) E. D. Kingsley

Safety Consultant
COBRO Corporation
Daleville, Alabama

I thought the caller had the wrong
Kingsley. “This is CW4 retired
Kingsley, Sir. What did you say
you needed?”

He explained I had been men-
tioned as an adverse character wit-
ness of an aviator. He mentioned
his name and immediately began
to expound on the circumstances
leading to the call. But I couldn’t
hear him. My mind was 6,000
miles away, in another land, in an-
other time, remembering this kid.
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I got a knot in my stomach just
thinking about it... it was an old
knot, an old problem.

One thing brought about the
FEB. Lack of courage. Yes, this
guy did a lot of things wrong, but
his enablers were all those who
said nothing, who did nothing, who
envied some of his boldness. And
the final enabler was the safety
officer.

To be an Army Safety Officer
(ASO) requires the courage to
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deal with peer pressure. The ASO
is there to remind the rest of us that
there are limits, to sound the alarm
when the risk is unwarranted or
outright foolishness. No amount of
education, boldness, or training
can replace candor and courage in
the duty of the safety officer.

Reminisence

I first met the aviator who was
up for an FEB when I went to Ko-
rea. My second day in country, as
I'wandered through my new Flight
Operations in Chun Chon, Korea,
I'saw a CW2 exactly like Rambo,
for lack of better words. He didn’t
have the build, but the swagger
was perfect...

I'had to look again. He was wear-
ing a turtle-neck sweater under his
NOMEX flight suit (Air Force—is-
sue NOMEX underwear, I was told
later), with a Gerber (very popular,
soldier—of-fortune combat knife)
strapped outside one boot. His boots
were spit—shined but not standard is-
sue. They were some very expensive
German mountain boots with the
extra-wide sole. The kid came right
over and shook my hand. He acted
certain that my curiosity was envy.
He asked which aircraft I flew, and
I'explained that I wanted to fly a 58
(more flexibility for the ASO mis-
sion). He promptly informed me that
he was the only ’58 instructor pilot
in the battalion, and that he’d get to
me when he could...

Well, no big deal. I was the new guy.
Anyway, there were other CW4s in
the unit, and surely they weren’t all
asleep...

But the kid had been mentored by
a hard—drinking, hard—fighting, di-
vorced, regularly hung over,
stressed—out, old warrant officer
who made lots of bogus excuses,
a primary enabler for unacceptable
activity.

I immediately began to hear
grumblings. I began to build a pro-
file of this guy. For starters, the

K2

aviator often and regularly intimi-
dated his fellows...if they did not
cooperate, he would threaten to
give them an unannounced
checkride. Well, maybe the first
pilot who told me this was just
jealous...but then again, maybe all
three of them weren't....

Then flight violations. Some
were petty, open to interpretation.
No problem. Rumor had it that he
had flown night vision goggles
(NVG) with a crewchief...and
landed to a bridge at night! Just
who could you believe about a
story like that? Then...a young
lieutenant came and told me that
the kid had done it with him and it
scared him to death, too...

The ASO is there to remind
the rest of us that there are
limits, to sound the alarm

when the risk is unwar-

ranted or outright foolish-

ness.

Well, well, well...the aviator
owned a silver—plated, 9mm semi-
automatic pistol. He carried it with
him to the field. With his own am-
munition. And there were other
things. If I recall properly, the kid
was recently divorced. And he had
just been passed over for CW3.

Don’t you think someone should
have heard the bells on this guy be-
fore this?

I called the kid and asked him to
see me. I had been medically
grounded by that time, so he knew
it was not to fly, and he asked why.
I'told him I had prepared a memo-
randum for record regarding his

performance, which I considered
outside the acceptable profile for
an Army aviator, and he was furi-
ous.

“Who the heck do you think you
are?”

“Iam CW4 Kingsley, your safety
officer. Before I see the battalion
commander, I think you might
want an opportunity to see this...”

The aviator brought his com-
mander, a West Point, just—-made—
the-major’s—list captain. He was
a good captain, and he was suave
and cocky as the two of them read
the list of (12, I think)
problems...maybe charges would
be a more accurate choice of
words... The kid got madder and
madder but said nothing.

The captain became flustered as
he read on, and started on me with
a real silly comment. “And just
who says it is illegal to land to a
bridge?” he sputtered.

“Sir, just tell me it was on his
mission brief, and I'Il make one
of these up for you, too...”

He looked over at his warrant of-
ficer. They said nothing. The avia-
tor denied only one, a minor flight
violation.

I became an outcast from the unit
aviators over this memorandum.
Even the aviators who had con-
fided their comments to me asked
not to be revealed... It was a dirty
time.

The commander, who was un-
questionably the finest commander
I ever worked for, made it policy
to reward aggressiveness. This
habit, rewarding aggressiveness, is
the one common denominator I
have found in great commanders.
(There aren’t enough of these guys
around, you know. After all, great
commanders have to fight with the
aggressive soldiers they have
mentored.)

The commander had given this
aviator a “one” block (the highest
mark possible, over all other avia-
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tors in his category) in his OER
(performance rating), and made
him the Army Aviation Association
of America (AAAA) Aviator of the
Year from that unit. He did these
things to get the kid promoted, and
it worked (later, after I left). When
I went to see the commander about
this memorandum, he was furious.
He swore he knew nothing of the
pistol or any of the other charges,
and raged about my audacity. He
did not say it, but he acted like I
was simply spreading gossip. But
he said he’d look into it.

That old CW4 I mentioned ear-
lier was the mentor to this young,
struggling aviator. He had already
been to the commander to discuss
my “unfairmess,” my “dirty trick”
before I saw the commander. That
CW4 even came to me later to
threaten me in a veiled sort of way.
Anyway, the commander was
poorly advised by a trusted war-
rant officer, and I believe he sim-
ply couldn’t decide who was be-
ing truthful...or perhaps he had
already decided before I got there...

To render a full accounting of my
responsibility, I made several rec-
ommendations in that memoran-
dum: relief of duty as Battalion
OH-58 IP, mandatory in—country
flight evaluation, psychological
evaluation, and termination of his
effort to extend in country. I had
to leave the country 2 months later,
so I never heard just what hap-
pened. But very little happened in
2 months.

FEB Outcome

This story has finally reached
a suitable end. The aviator is out
of aviation now, but we failed
him. This aviator did not receive
the required guidance from
someone with authority when his
behavior could have been modi-
fied, so he disregarded the guid-
ance he did receive and felt jus-
tified to ignore both good sense

and regulation. He could have
been a fine aviator.

Many of the charges in the FEB
were identical to ones in my memo-
randum for record. In fact, recent
violations stateside got this FEB
started, but it has been discovered
that these activities have gone on
his entire career. There was no
change in behavior, I believe, be-
cause too many of his peers were
acting as “enablers,” while his
commander was trying to en-
courage and protect aggressive
people.

Valuable Lessons for ASOs

In hopes that this may be help-
ful to ASOs and commanders in
the future, I have prepared a list
of my most valuable lessons for
safety officers. If you want to be
a successful safety officer, or
you are a commander and want
to mentor a successful safety of-
ficer, read and ponder these
things.

¢ Great commanders reward ag-
gressiveness. But they should
never forget that discipline is key
to safety.

* The ASO does not and, in
most cases by regulation, cannot
prepare safety information as
evidence for court. He does his
homework and prepares to get
help for the soldier. Aside from
personal counsel, only the com-
mander has authority required to
help.

¢ The ASO must have the cour-
age to face his peers without be-
ing cowed. If he disagrees with
the commander, he must still be
honest and advise the com-
mander as well as his experience
allows. But any soldier impervi-
ous to regulation must be ad-
dressed openly, regardless of his
rank.

* When the ASO decides to act
against peer pressure, he must be
right. Must be right. Be right.
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One wrong will render the next
25 right decisions ineffective.

» Every serious action requires
documentation with a memoran-
dum for record, complete with
your recommended countermea-
sures that reflect the conse-
quences of inaction. The memo
may be for your desk only, or for
the entire chain of command. Be
bold. A memo that says nothing
is toilet paper. No commander
must respond as recommended
by the ASO. But if you make rec-
ommendations, the commander
becomes accountable to act in
some way. The welfare of the
soldier, the unit, and your career
depend upon it.

* The ASO must be serious and
absolutely honest with his sol-
diers and officers. If you coun-
sel a soldier, he may become un-
happy, even loud about it. But it
will not be long before your sum-
mons in the unit will bring
whomever you need immediately,
and they will come to do serious
business. '

e The ASO must not let trouble
go somewhere else. Deal fairly,
but deal with your problems.

¢ The ASO must display moral
courage and sterling integrity. Do
not drink at all. Ever. Do not have
vices. The real men aren’t what they
used to be or pretended to be...

¢ The ASO must monitor his sol-
diers for peculiar behavior. All
aviators are independent and each
has a personality. But unusual bra-
vado, unreasonable pride in certain
acts or abilities, or too great a de-
sire for a certain type of recogni-
tion (such as Broken Wing?)
should sound alarms.

Conclusion

We were lucky this time. We lost a
good soldier, but he is alive, and so
are his crew. The system, slowly as
it has worked, has worked.

We can do better. You must.



What Is Army Aviation
Standardization?

CWS5 William S. Turkoski
Standardization Officer

33d Aviation Group (Combat)
Fort Rucker, Alabama

Recently, I have participated in
many conversations on the subject
of aviation standardization. Most
of these discussions centered
around the definition of standardiza-
tion and its functional application.
This information was originally dis-
tributed throughout the 33d
Aviation Group (Combat), United
States Army Reserve (USAR), Fort
Rucker, Ala.

WA rmy aviation standardization—
what is it, and what is your ref-
erence?

¢ Purpose: to make sure we all
have the same idea as to what the
Army aviation standardization
program is and how the system
operates.

¢ References:

* Army Regulation (AR) 5-1,Army
Management Philosophy.

* AR 344, Army Standardization
Policy.

* AR 95-3, Aviation: General
Provisions, Training, Standardiza-
tion, and Resource Management.

* AR 35041, Training In Units.

* AR 385-10, The Army Safety
Program.

* US. Army Forces Command
(FORSCOM) Supplement 1 to AR
95-3.

* U.S. Army Aviation Center
(USAAVNC) Regulation 95-3,
General Provisions, Training,
Standardization, and Resource
Management.

B What is standardization?

* AR 34-4, paragraph 3b(2):
“Standardization. The manage-
ment principle* which fosters the

development and sustainment of a
high state of proficiency and
readiness among soldiers and units
throughout an organization.
Standardization is accomplished
through the universal application of
uniform practices and procedures.”
B What is the Army management
philosophy?

* AR 5-1, paragraph 1-3b: “ The
process of acquiring, assigning pri-
orities, allocating and using re-
sources (people, money, materiel,
facilities, information and time) in
an effective and efficient manner.”
Note: One can easily see the
connection between crew coordina-
tion (cockpit resource management
in some circles), standardization,
and management philosophy here.
B What is the basis of Army
standardization?

* AR 34-4, paragraph 6g: “Ap-
proved Army publications such
as Army regulations, field
manuals [FMs], and technical
manuals are the authorities upon
which standardization is based.”
* AR 350-41, paragraph 5-4a:
“Executing training using approved
Army publications (field manuals,
mission training plans, drills,
soldier’s manuals, MQS [military
qualification standard] manuals,
training circulars, training manuals,
and technical manuals) provides the
basis for standardization.”

* AR 95-3, paragraph 4-12a: “The
aviation standardization program is
designed to ensure a high degree of
efficiency in accomplishing the
combat mission of the aviation

*Italics within quotes throughout the article are the author’s emphasis.

34

force. This will be achieved by
command supervision, employment
or [sic] standard aviator tasks, use
of standard publications, and main-
tenance of a disciplined pilot
force by administration of frequent
tests and flight evaluations.”

So, standardization is based on
the following premises:
v'Units have functional publications
accounts.
v'Received publications are posted.
v’ Publications are read and
complied with.

BWho resolves issues that are
not clear in the “approved”
publications?

* AR 350-41, paragraph 5-4d:
“The proponent schools are the
focal points for resolution of
standardization issues.”

WAt what level should points of
contention be addressed?

* AR 34-4, paragraph 6d: “Stan-
dardization will be set up at the
highest possible level to achieve
the greatest benefit without stifling
initiative.”

B What is the highest possible
level?

* AR 34-4, paragraph 7c: “At
commands brigade size and larger
and organizations that develop
policy, standardization will be
implemented through—

(1) Appropriate implementation
policies.

(2) Supporting programs.

(3) Standard operating proce-
dures (SOPs).”

* AR 95-3, paragraph 4-15:
“Installation and area aviation
standardization committees.

a. Mission. Commanders super-
vise and coordinate the command
implementation of the U.S. Army
Aviation Standardization Program.
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b. Functions. Standardization
committees will be organized to—

(1) Monitor the proficiency of all
assigned or attached aviators in
operational aviation positions and
other crewmembers specified in
ATMs [aircrew training manuals].

(2) Evaluate proficiency of all
evaluators, instructors, examiners
and trainers.

(3) Coordinate requests for
aviation standardization support
from assigned or attached units.

(4) Prepare and review recom-
mended changes to aviation stan-
dardization literature and forward
to proponents.

(5) Conduct active assistance and
evaluation programs. This includes
random flight checks of aviators and
spot checks of aviation training and
aviation facilities.

(6) Set up provisions for
continuing activities on a full-time
basis.

(7) Meet at the call of the
chairperson.

(8) Funds for travel, per diem,
and overtime, if required, will
be provided by the member’s
parent organization.”

* FORSCOM Supplement 1 to
AR 95-3 lists commands that will
maintain standardization commit-
tees—among them is the 12lst
ARCOM (United States Army Re-
serve Command), Birmingham, Ala.

In our case, the level we are
talking about is the 12Ist ARCOM/
33d Group level. This is where ambi-
guity is resolved and policy devel-
oped. Paragraph 4.2 of the 33d Avia-
tion Group/12lst ARCOM SOP autho-
rizes standardization councils down
to the company/detachment level.
These councils should pass questions
for clarification to the standardization
committee  for  resolution.
(USAAVNC Regulation 95-3
authorizes standardization councils

down to battalion level within the
Aviation Training Brigade.)
M Does an opinion of an individual
at the U.S. Army Aviation Center
Directorate of Evaluation and
Standardization (DES) satisfy any
requirement to clarify approved
publications? Better yet, should a
standardization communica-
tion (STACOM) be considered
regulatory?
* STACOM #100, 28 Mar 1984:
“Although references to and
interpretation of DA [Department
of the Army] and MACOM-level
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